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hue case of the Corporation of Dover v. South Eastern 


tLondon, Chatham, and Dover Railway Companies 
its attention as being the first matter brought before 
wly-erected tribunal of the Railway Commissioners, 
‘application « appears to have been made by the cor- 
ation of Dover under section 13 of the Act of last 
om (36 & 37 Vict. c. 48), by which “a municipal 
ther public corporation” 
b Board of Trade that the case is one proper for ad- 
pation, but without proof that the complainants are 
eved, lay before the Commissioners a complaint of 


y foontravention of section 2 of the Railway and Canal 


fic Act, 1854, as amended by section 11 of the pre- 


at Act (all jurisdiction under section 2 of the Act of 


r being, by section 6 of the present Act, transferred 


m the Court of Common Pleas to the Commissioners). 


ihe nature of the complaint now made we need say 
ore than that it seems to be a complaint of insufficient 


lommodation, and especially of the want of third-class 


the complainants taking the accommodation 


tded to other towns cither as evidence of what would 
oper accommodation to themselves, or as evidence 


preferential treatment, it is not very clear which. 
ld be premature to examine whether, and in what 


It 


se, the complaint of the corporation of Dover comes 


in section 2 of the Act of 1854 as amended by 


ion 11 of the Act of last session, which is the very 


it now sub judice ; but it was to raise this question 


@preliminary point of law that the railway companies 


k advantage of rule 27 of the General Orders issued 


the Commissioners (see 17 8. J. 886), which provides 


“if it appear to the Commissioners at any time 


at there is a question of law which it would be convenient 


have decided before further proceeding with the case, 


e 


may direct such question to be raised for their 
on,” by special case or otherwise, and stay further 
edings. Acting on this rule, the companies 
ied for a summons on the corporation to show 


ise why further proceedings should not be stayed, 
it is this summons that has been now heard 


dismissed. It is evident that this decision does not 
mine any point of law, the decision being only that 
® was not at present before the Court any point of 


v ra for determination. But itis useful as indicating 


course which the Commissioners will adopt, and as 
hg the wisdom of the rule which they have made. 
A the questions which are likely to come before 
will be cases of mixed law and fact, in which the 


Ment of fact will largely predominate, ‘and the ques- 


Hof law, where it arises at all, will, asa rule, only 


after the facts have been sifted. Questions of law 


therefore seldom properly be preliminary questions. 


W, by allowing a preliminary question of law to be 
ed only with their permission, the Commissioners 
6 taken away from a wealthy and litigious company 
| Opportunity of delaying and harassing the com- 


nt by raising, by way of demurrer, frivolous legal 
whether frivolous in themselves, or frivolous be- 


may, with a certificate of - 





cause at the time when they are raised there is no 
sufficient material on which to decide them. In the 
present case they very wisely allowed the companies to 
have their summons, that the question of practice might 
be thoroughly discussed; but from the grounds on which 
they have now dismissed it we may gather they will in 
the future be chary of allowing this qguasi-demurrer 
to be resorted to. As they pointed out, section 26 gives 
them power to state a case for the opinion of a Superior 
Court; but it is obvious that the instances must be very 
rare when a case could properly be stated on a preliminary 
point, or where such a course would be otherwise than 
inconvenient and dilatory. 





Tue vecision or Ramsden v. Lupton last week, in the 
Exchequer Chamber, has given fresh point to the obser- 
vations we made some time since on unregistered bills of 
sale (17 S. J. 399); and we hope that the attention of 
the numerous Chambers of Commerce in this country, 
and of mercantile men generally, will be directed to the 
subject. The decision is to the effect that a bill of sale, 
though given on the understanding that it is not to be 
registered, but to be renewed over and over again within 
the statutory period for registration of twenty-one days, 
is nevertheless good against an execution creditor. The 
history of the case is not without interest. The case of 
Smale v. Burr (21 W. R. 193, L. R. 8 C. P. 64), in- 
volving the same point, had been sorrowfully decided in 
favour “of a practice so detrimental to the interests of 
the revenue, and so calculated to defeat creditors,’ by 
the Court of Common Pleas, and, “in accordance with 
the comity of Courts,’ the Court of Queen’s Bench fol- 
lowed Smale v. Burr, while also expressly intimating 
their regret. The Exchequer Chamber were unanimous, 
but Cleasby, B., concurred with considerable hesita- 
tion. Although the judgment has now expressly legalised 
a practice which makes the Bills of Sale Act practically 
a dead letter, and which should have been foreseen by the 
draftsman of the preamble—“ whereas frauds are fre- 
quently committed upon creditors by secret bills of sale, 
whereby persons are enabled to keep up the appearance 
of being in good circumstances and possessed of pro- 
perty, and the grantees or holders of such bills of sale 
have the power of taking possession of the property of 
such persons, to the exclusion of the rest of their*credi- 
tors,” yet we think no exception can be taken, on legal 
grounds, to the decision, agreeing as it does with that of 
the Lords Justices in Hx parte Harris (21 W. R. 44, 
L. R. 8 Ch. 48). A contrary decision would have been 
to make, and not to declare, the law. The true answer 
to the argument that the bill of sale was bad as being 
“in fraud of the statute,” was, we think, that of Bram- 
well, B., that an Act evaded is not an Act broken. But 
we cannot help expressing our regret that Denman, 
J., should have regretted his regret as expressed in 
Smale v. Burr. Judicial criticisms may be of great 
practical use in guiding public opinion, and though 
frequent advice from the Bench would no doubt be out 
of place, the case of Ramsden v. Lupton is just one of 
those cases where strong judicial comment would seem 
to be called for. 





A coRRESPONDENT of a contemporary draws attention to 
a practice which he thinks ought to be exposed. “ For 
some time past,” he says, “it has been the habit of 
attorneys to write a report of their own cases, which 
local editors have thought proper to insert. I do not 
say whether such reports have been garbled or other- 
wise, but I do say that the reporting of such cases is 
gravely unfair, both to the attorneys and to the public, 
by leading the latter to believe that the attorneys re- 
porting themselves have an importance which is nearly 
fictitious.” Of course we know nothing of the special 
circumstances to which the writer alludes, but we have 
some reason to believe that if the practice does prevail 
in the district to which he refers, it is not confined to 
that region. When a case present features of interest 
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or novelty it is natural enough to send a note of it to a 
local paper, but the systematic reporting of cases for the 
sake of bringing the advocate’s name before the public is 
a vulgar and contemptible device which is sure sooner or 
later to come to light, ‘Local editors” do not always 
keep counsel, and, although “copy” written in a good 
round hand is greatly esteemed, yet extortionate 
demands upon space cannot always be satisfied, and 
disagreements occasionally ensue which result in the 
exposure of the arrangements which have been 
made for raising the reputation of the reporter. Very 
generally, too, it needs little shrewdness on the part of 
the reader to discern the object of the elaborate 
accounts which from week to week appear of Mr. A. B.’s 
eloquent appeal or searching cross-examination ; for, 
consciously or unconsciously, Mr. A. B., in compiling the 
report, is led to give a colqur to the evidence in order to 
exalt his own*performances. We can recall an amusing 
instance in which a newspaper, circulating in an agricul- 
tural , district, published from time to time reports of 
trumpery cases before different benches of magistrates 
all distinguished by the same characteristics, viz., the 
employment of a certain attorney; his astounding 
acuteness and the still more astounding strength of the 
evidence arrayed against him, until at length it was 
suggested that on the whole it was infinitely better to be 
undefended than to beacquitted and afterwards proclaimed 
to the world as having been got off solely through theastute- 
ness of the advocate. We do not believe that this con- 
temptible practice is at all widely prevalent, but wher- 
ever it is suspected steps ought to be taken to expose it. 
The columns of a rival local newspaper usually afford a 
convenient means of propounding a query on the subject. 





Last week we called attention to the fact that the 
minimum penalty of twenty shillings required to be im- 
posed by section 67 of the Licensing Act, 1872, on 
persons convicted under the Act, is very generally ig- 
nored by convicting magistrates. The same observation 

“applies to the new definition of the offence of drunken- 
ness introduced by the same Act. This offence was 
formerly provided for by 21 Jac. 1, c. 7, for conviction 
under which it was not necessary to prove more than 
that the accused was drunk. That statute is, however, 
contained in the schedule of Acts repealed by the 
Licensing Act, 1872, and now the offence is governed by 
section 12 of the last-named Act. This section enacts 
that “every person found drunk in any highway or 
other public place, whether a building or not, or on any 
licensed premises, shall be liable to a penalty not exceed- 
ing ten shillings.” That there may be some difficulty 
in determining what is “‘a public place,” the experience 
furnished by some recent decisions shows (see Re Tinson, 
18 W. R. 840, L. R. 5 Ex. 257). But there can be no 
doubt that drunkenness in a private house is not now an 
offence, and it would seem questionable whether drunken- 
ness in a shopis so, having regard to the addition of the 
words “ licensed premises.” Yet we observe a report in 
the papers of the conviction of a drunken man, who 
had been placed, evidently as a practical joke, sewn up 
in a bundle on the counter of a pawnbroker’s shop. 
Could this hapless individual be properly said to have 
been “ found drunk in a public place ?” 


We commentep lately (17 8S. J. 939) on the case of 
Robinson v. Knight (21 W. R. 683, L. R. 8 CO. P. 465), 
in which alump sum payable for freight was held to be 
indivisible, and no deduction was allowed in respect of 
goods which, owing to a loss at sea, were never delivered. 
_That decision was followed by the Queen's Bench in 
Merchant Shipping Company v. Armitage (22 W. R. 11, 
L. R. 8 C. P. 469 n). This latter case was carried to 
appeal, and the Court of Exchequer Chamber have now 
affirmed the decision. Only one of the judges of the 
Common Pleas who decided Robinson v. Knight sat in 
the appeal of Merchant Shipping Company v. Armitage, 
so that the result has a greater weight of opinion in its 





} 


favour than would at first sight appear. We may 


(18 W. R. 1085, 3 Moo. P. 0. N. 8. 245), on 

Court of Common Pleas relied much in Robinggy y 
Knight, on the ground that the lump sum there inelngy 
freight for the outward, as well as the homeward, cap. 
this, no doubt, made it still more impossible than jg: 
present case to appropriate the sum to specific n 
of cargo, but it does not really touch the principle 3 
cision. ; 


on appeal, anattempt was made to distinguish a 





We Hap occasion some time back (17 S. J. 267) 
question the authority of the case of Rayner v. Koehlep 
(20 W. R. 895, L. R. 14 Eq. 262), in which Vice-Chg. 
cellor Malins decided that a decree for administratio, 
might be made against an executor de son tort in the. 
absence of a legal personal representative. This deg- 
sion caused some surprise at the time; and it was goo 
afterwards disapproved of by the late Master of the Roly. 
in Cary v. Hills (21 W. R. 166, L. R. 15 Eq. 79). The 
Vice-Chancellor, however, in the subsequent case of 
Coote v. Whittington (21 W. R. 837) acted in accordance. 
with his former view on the subject. In this state of 
things the matter has very recently come before the present 
Master of the Rolls (owsell v. Morris, 22 W. R. 67), who 
has expressed himself as unable to follow the learmej 
Vice-Chancellor’s reasoning. In the opinion of Sir Georg 
Jessel the practice has been finally determined to he 
that a suit for administration cannot proceed in th 
absence of the legal personal representative. 








THE DISCHARGE OF SURETIES. 


It is somewhat difficult to gather exactly from the 
decided cases what are the principles which govern the 
discharge of sureties in cases where the agreement 
between the person whose solvency or fidelity is 
guaranteed and the person in whose favour the guarantes 
is given, has been altered. The dicta in the various 
text-books on the subject are likewise characterised by 
a certain amount of vagueness, the decisions on the sub- 
ject being sometimes treated as depending upon the fact 
that the surety’s risk was increased, and sometimes on the 
view that the contract as altered was no longer the eon 
tract in respect of the performance of which the surety 
undertook to be responsible, quite independently of any 
question whether the risk of the surety was thereby it- 
creased or not. 

The case of Sanderson v. Aston (21 W. R. 293, LR 
8 Ex. 73, noticed 17 8. J. 441) raised an interesting di 
cussion in respect of the principles which regulate the 
law on this subject. In that case the declaration we 
on a bond given to the plaintiff by the defendant, whic 
recited that by an agreement of even date the plaintiff 
had agreed to admit J. into his service as “clerk ani 
traveller” (not further stating the terms of the agree 
ment), and was conditioned for J.’s accounting for ant 
paying over to the plaintiff all moneys he might receite 
on the plaintiff's account, and the breach alleged was the 
not accounting by J. for such moneys. The seconi 
plea on equitable grounds was that the original agree 
ment between the plaintiff and J. was that it should le 


terminable by one month’s notice, and that the plaintif 


and J. afterwards, and before the defaults sued for, mate 
it terminable by three months’ notice without the 

fendant’s consent. Martin, B., was disposed to hold thit 
this plea was good, thinking that the true constructim 
of the contract, as alleged in the declaration, was thi 


the defendant was to guarantee J.’s fidelity in the 


vice he entered on under the original agreement, aml 


not another or different service, and consequently that the ’ 


alteration was fatal. Kelly, C.B., and Pigott ait 


Pollock, BB., thought, on the contrary, that the pla 


was bad. 


A distinction was adopted by Pigott and Pollock, BB, 
made the 


between cases where the original contract is 


basis of the contract of suretyship, in which case ti 
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it down that any alteration whatever, even in the 
immaterial particular of the terms of the contract, 
discharge the surety, and those where the terms of 
fhe original contract are not made part of the contract 
of suretyship, in which case they held that the altera- 
tion must be in some material particular as affecting the 

Kelly, ©.B., it may be noticed, contented himself 
with putting his decision on the ground that*the term 
‘as to notice was made no part of the contract of surety- 
ship, without saying whether the materiality or imma- 
teriality of the alteration affected his decision. The 
distinction laid down served very wellfor the purpose of 
deciding the case in hand in a manner consistent with 
the equity of the thing, for the alteration in that case 
was wholly immaterial and the defence on that head most 


Be the wnmeritorious. It does not certainly commend itself 
deci to one’s sense of justice that the surety should be per- 
aS $00, ‘mitted, when it can be avoided, to wriggle out of his 
. Rolls liability on the plea that an alteration has been made in 
, The the terms of the service which did not in the least in- 
vane ¢rease his risk, and to which, if applied to, he would 
dane: probably have made no objection. We have before re- 
tate of marked that this distinction appears to have been to 
men some extent suggested in previous cases, though not so 
: . definitely expressed as in the case at present under dis- 
carnel cussion, and, for the reasons above stated, it seems to 
CORRE be just. It must be confessed, however, that certain 
Bs; bs difficulties suggest themselves with regard to its future 


application. It is very obvious that if a man guarantees 
the performance of a particular contract and no other, 
any alteration of the contract must be fatal, for even 
though the fresh contract be no more onerous, it is never- 
theless not the contract he guaranteed. The difficulty 
will be, in many cases, to say when the guarantee is 
such, or so made, as to incorporate the terms of the con- 


party whose fidelity is guaranteed, If the surety is 
‘madea party to the original contract in respect of the 
performance of which he is to become surety, it is 
tolerably clear that it is with reference to that particular 
contract only that he undertakes the responsibility, but 
there are many cases short of that, as, for instance, 
‘when the contract, or some term of it, is more or less 
particularly referred to or indicated in a separate con- 
tract of suretyship. ‘Kelly, C.B., seems in his judgment 
to suggest that if the guarantor merely knows of the 
terms of such contract he must be taken to become 
surety on the basis of those terms only, and is dis- 
charged if they are in any wise altered. But if this be 
‘80 the only case to which the second branch of the dis- 
/ tinction can apply is the case where the guarantor does 







Was not even know of the terms of the original contract and 
which “has not framed his guarantee with reference to them. 
rintiff Tn such case it is somewhat difficult to see why he has 
k and any equity to be discharged, even if an alteration be 
agree made in a material particular. He would rather appear 
r and to have undertaken any risk with reference to the 
eceive fidelity and conduct of the party guaranteed while in 
as the the service, on whatever terms it may be carried on. 

econ The decisions with reference to the subject of the dis- 
gree charge of a surety by alteration of the contract are not 
ld be entirely satisfactory, and some of them, such as ranks 
3 -¥. Edwards (8 Ex. 214) and London and North Western 


Railway Company v. Whinray (2 W. R. 523, 10 Ex. 77), 
seem somewhat hard to reconcile on substantial grounds. 
In the former case the lowering of the salary of an 
assistant overseer was held not to amount to a re-ar- 
-pointment to the office so as to make the tenure of office 
& different one from that in respect of which the 
3 mtee was given; in the latter case it was held that 
‘the alteration of the mode of payment of a clerk from 
& fixed salary to a per centage on orders, made the con- 
tract of employment a different one, and discharged the 
‘Surety, In the latter case the recitals of the bond hap- 
pened to refer to the fact of the appointment being at 
4 fixed salary, though the operative part of the condition 
did not make any stipulation as to salary. The distinc- 
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tion seems a little narrow. It may surely be urged 
very forcibly if Whinray v. North Western Railway 
Company be correct that whenever a guarantee is given 
with respect to an employment or service, it must be 
open to the guarantor to show what was the service or 
employment with reference to which the guarantee was 
given—i.e., to identify the subject matier of the contract, 
whether there be a recital of the terms of the employ- 
ment or not, and, if so, where is the substantial dis- 
tinction between the cases? There seems to be this 
difficulty with reference to the doctrine laid down by the 
Court of Exchequer in Sanderson v. Aston. It may be 
said that a contract of suretyship must be eonstrued 
like any other written contract, 7.¢., with reference to its 
own language only, except in so far as parol evidence 
may be admissible to identity the subject matter, or 
show the surrounding circumstances under which it was 
entered into, with a view to explaining the meaning in 
which the parties employed the terms they have used, 
and the relation of those terms to the things to be dealt 
with, and that, if so, the only question can be what 
upon the face of the contract is it that the surety has 
guaranteed? If, on the true construction of the con- 
tract, construed in connection with: the circumstances, he 
has guaranteed performance of a particular agreement, 
then he cannot be bound in respect of any fresh agree- 
ment, however trifling the difference. But if, on the 
true construction of the contract, he has guaranteed 
more than the mere performance of a particular agree- 
ment, as for instance fidelity as long as the employé 





tract between the party receiving the guarantee and the | 





continues in the service of the employer asa clerk, is 
there sufficient ground in law for implying on the part of 
the employer an agreement that he will not change the 
terms of the service in any material particular? In 
Stewart v. McKeaa (3 W. R. 216, 10 Ex. 675) it was 
held that when the guarantee did not specify any par- 
ticular cuurse of dealing in the employment between the 
employer and servant, a change in the mode of account- 
ing did not discharge the surety; the decision does not 
seem to have turned on whether the surety’s risk was 
increased or not, but went on the footing that the terms 
ot the guarantee were general, and the guarantor did not 
stipulate as to any particular mode of dealing. 

The old cases on this subject, in which it has been 
held that the surety was discharged, seem to have gone 
rather on the ground that the surety guarantees the 
performance of a particular contract and cannot be 
liable with respect to any other, however slightly diffee 
rent, rather than on the notion of an equitable right te 
have no material alteration made without being con. 
sulted. It may be urged, on the other hand, that the 
existence of such a right, even where the terms of the 
instrument do not exclude liability in respect of the 
contract as altered, is not altogether inconsistent with 
the principles governing the law of suretyship. Un- 
doubtedly considerations of an equitable nature, rather 
than mere considerations drawn from the exact terms of 
the written contract, do form part of the law on the sub- 
ject, for in many cases the conduct of the party to 
whom the guarantee is given may discharge the surety 
without reference to the terms of the guarantee, as, for 
instance, in Phillips v. Foxall (20 W. R. 900, L. R. 7 
Q. B. 666), where it was held that continuing a servant 


in employ with knowledge of dishonesty or irregularity 


on his part will discharge the syrety from liability for 
future defaults on the guarantee. The exact limits 
and nature, however, of the kind of equity here in ques 
tion are not very accurately to be gathered from the 
cases, which seem always to some extent to confuse the 
question whether the service as altered comes within the 
terms of the guarantee, and the question whether the 
surety is discharged by reason of an equitable consider 
tion apart from the terms of the contract. There may 
be cases where the terms of the guarantee required by 
the employer are designedly made broad and general, 
with a view to preventing any alteration of the terms 
of the principal contract discharging the surety. Is it 
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‘in such cases altogether consistent with the correct prin- 
ciples governing the case of written contracts that the 
surety, who had full opportunity of considering the 
effect of the terms of the writing before executing it, 
should be entitled to turn round and say that he had no 
idea on entering into the guarantee that he was to be 
liable in respect of an employment on the altered terms ? 
The case of Phillips v. Foxall (ubi sup.) differs some- 
what, and part of the Court treated the case as analogous 
to one of concealment or fraud. They appeared to 
think that in the case of a continuing guarantee where 
there was a breach of duty by the servant, the guaran- 
tor would have an equity to withdraw from any further 
liability, and therefore the non-communication of the 
servant's misconduct to him, and his consequently con- 
tinuing, after such default, to undertake liability, might 
be treated on the same footing as a fraudulent conceal- 
ment practised on him before entering into the contract 
atall. Blackburn, J., did not altogether assent to that 
view, and put the case on the ground that the surety 
has a right in equity, after default once made by the 


servant, to the exercise of any remedy which the master | 


might have in his power against the default of the ser- 
vant, and consequently to have the servant discharged 
or be freed himself from further liability. 

Neither of these grounds can very well be said to 
apply to a case where the operative words of a contract 


tion are large enough to iuclude the service or con- 
tract as altered, are tv be narrowed and cut down in 
effect by the doctrine that as against the surety you 
cannot alter the terms of the service in any material 
particular. So far as the words of the guarantee are 
concerned, it seems difficult to sce an alternative between 
the guurautor’s undertaking to be liable in respect of a 
particular contract only, in which case the first branch 


of the distinction suggested by the Court of Exchequer | 
applies, and any alteration is fatal, and his undertaking , 


to be liable in respect of any contract or service which 


out reference to the terms of the existing contract. But 
it seems clear that there are cases in which though the 
mere terms of the guarantee might cover th? altered em- 


ployment, it is inequitable that the surety should be | 


liable in respect of the employment as altered, by reason 
of a substantial alteration in the risk which he cannot 
be considered as having contemplated on entering into 
the guarantee. These cases seem to be those which pro- 
perly fall within the second branch of the distinction 
suggested by the Court of Exchequer in Sanderson v. 
Astou. There may, however, conceivably be a third 
class—viz., where the terms of the guarantee might 
cover the employment as ultered, and no circumstances 
exist from which the guarantor can be considered as 
having contemplated anything in the nature of a stipu- 
lation as to the particular point on which the terms of the 
employment are altered, or as having been given to 
understand, or from other circumstances being entitled 
to assume, that on the point in question the mode of em- 
ployment should be of a particular character. In such 
cases it is rather hard to see on what grounds there is an 
equity that a material alteration should discharge the 
surety. 

It appears to us that it would be highly desirable if 
in future cases the grounds on which sureties are to be 
discharged could be more thoroughly analysed and the 
questions discussed, how far such discharge depends on 
the ordinary common law principles with regard to the 
construction of contracts, aud how far it depends on an 
equity recognised by the common law, and if so, what 
the nature and limitation of euch equify may be. We 
canmnt help thinking that if there is such an equity as 
the judgment in Sundersony, Aston seems to assume, it 
will turn out that there are three classes of casex—~viz,, 
(1) those in which any alteration, however trifling, will 
be fatal; (Z) those in which a material alteration only 
will be fatal; aud (4) those in which an alteration, 
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whether material or immaterial, will not be fatal, jf 
so, it will not be sufficient, in cases of the 
class, merely to show that the contract has been altereg 
in a material particular so as to prejudice the surety, but 
the onus will lie on the surety of showing circumstanggs 
proving that it isinequitable that the person to whom 
the guarantee is given should be allowed to alter the 
terms of the employment behind the surety’s back 
without discharging him from further liability. 





NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


The often-discussed question of what is a negotiable 
instrument was again raised in the case cf Crouch y, 
Credit Foncier of England (21 W. R. 946, L. R. 8 QB, 
374). The instruments in question were bonds of the 
defendants’ company, made payable to bearer, and which 
had been issued by the defendants to one Makin, from 
whom they were stolen, and afterwards came into the 
hands of the plaintiff as a bond fide holder for value; 
and the question was, whether these bonds fulfilled the 
conditions of negotiable instruments so as to enable the 
plaintiff to sue upon them, disregarding the claim of 
Makin, the original holder. The Court, in their judg. 





| ment, cite the words of Mr. John William Smith, 
| ‘that where an instrument is by the custom of trade 
| transferable like cash by delivery, and is also capable of 


Trae ee hinh opr hunathees an their hare ; | . : ; 
of suretyship, which ex iypothesi on their bare construc- | pheing sued upon by the person holding it pro tempore, 


then it is entitled to the name of a negotiable instr. 


| ment, and the property in it passes to a bond fide trans 
| feree for value, though the transfer may not have taken 
| place in market overt.” 
' these conditions of a negotiable instrument to avoid 
| reasoning in a vicious circle. 


It is difficult in examining 


What is, to be. “ transfer. 
able like cash by delivery”? What else is it than t 
“ pass to a bond fide holder for value” so as to be his 
property? And (if the instrument be not a document 
representing property, like a bill of lading, but a con. 


é : ; : : | tract only) what else is it than to be capable of being 
the general expressions of the guarantee will cover with- | 


sued upon by the person holding it pro tempore? So 


| that the two latter conditions or incidents appear to be not 


so much consequences from the first, as parts of it. On 
the other hand, transferability of the right of suit, and 
the right of a transferee for value without notice to dis 


| regard the prior title, are not correlative; for, as the 


Court point out, the transferee of an overdue bill takes 


' the right of suit, but only such a right as his transferor 


had to give. But again, if the words “like cash” be 
struck out of the first of the above-mentioned conditions, 
what will be the meaning of the remaining words “by 
the custom of trade transferable by delivery” ’ They 
must mean that among those dealing in such instr 
ments, the person transferring such an instrument con 
siders himself to have parted with all interest in it 
the transferee, and the latter considers himself to have 
acquired all the interest in it, and the person who has 
made the original contract is accustomed to treat the 
transferee as the person who has the whole of such 
interest, and to settle with him as the person entitled 
Then, assuming this custom to be established in this 
sense and to this extent, does it carry with it the right 
of the holder to sue in his own name? ‘This was one of 
the real points in the case of Crouch v. Credit Foneier 
(ubi sup.), and as to it the Court say— There is 20 
decision or authority that it is competent to a party @ 
create, by his own act, a transferable right of action om 
a contract. It is enough to refer to Dizon v. Bovill 
W. Kt, 873, 3 Macq. 11), and Thompson v. Dominy WA 
M. & W. 403), as authorities that he cannot (irrespective 
of custom) so create it.’ But in this same case, W. 

such # custom as just stated was proved, or was takes 
as proved, it was decided (in conformity with Partridge 
v, Bank of England, 9 Q, ¥3, 396) that it made no diffe 
ence, This amounts to saying that the number of neg 
tiable contracts cannot be added to except by the Leghtie 
ture; that such an incident can only be annexed to # 
contract “by the ancient law merchant, which forms 
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part of the law, and of which the Courts take notice.” 
In short, the only custom that will avail is, not the 
custom of commerce, but the custom of the Courts. 
It is obvious that this decided the case, for if the 
tiff could not sue in his own name, he must, of 
course, be nonsuited. But the Court go on to consider 
whether the incident of the bond fide transferee for 
ylue taking an unimpeachable title could, either by 
gntract of the parties, or by custom, be annexed to the 
ontract. It is scarcely conceivable that this point 
should arise where the right of suit is not transferred. 
It may indeed be imagined possible that the original 
should be under an obligation to allow his name 
to be used by a holder with a title rendered 
only by virtue of such an incident being annexed to 
thecoatract. Butit is not imaginable how such a custom 
should exist, for it would as much need the concurrence 
a the Courts as the custom of the holder suing in his 
own name, inasmuch as such an obligation could only be 
atablished by the custom of the Courts. 
were an express contract to that effect, we fail to follow 
the reasoning by which the Court seeks to prove that it 
wuld not avail the bond fide holder for value. The 
Court say (assuming for the purpose of the argument 
that the instrument in question purported to contain 
this stipulation), “The Credit Foncier had full power to 
dter or abandon their own rights, but the plaintiff is 
dbliged to contend in this case that they had also power 
foalter or abandon the rights of those who might be- 
come holders of the instruments.” But if Makin took 
m instrument purporting to have this effect, would his 
tbligation to carry it out arise by virtue of any state- 
ment or representation of the company? Certainly not. 
By the hypothesis no action would lie but in Makin’s 
mame (for otherwise the instrument would be negotiable, 
md the difficulty would vanish); and to an action so 
bought there would be no answer. The real difficulty 
would bein getting the action brought in Makin’'s name; 
tat if an obligation were established on Makin to allow 
lis name to be used, it surely would not be by virtue of 
wy statement or representation or act of the company, 
bat by virtue of his own statement or act or representa- 


Afurther question was discussed by the Court which 
fasthe case was decided on the grounds already referred 
to) it was not necessary to decide, whether a bill of ex- 
change or promissory note could be under seal. It is 
waficient to say that the Court seemed to entertain 
gmve doubt on this point, and at the same time to refer 
to their examination of the cases cited by them, including 
the recent cases of Re General Estates Company (16 
W.R. 919, L. R.3 Ch. 758), and Re Imperial Land 
Company of Marseilles (L. R. 11 Eq. 478). 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
Succession Dutry—-ALIENATION. 
Stlicitor-General v. Law Reversionary Interest Society, 
Ex., 21 W. R. 854, L. R. 8 Ex, 233. 

In deciding that when, after an alienation of a succes- 
ton, the property falls into possession, succession duty 
must be paid at the same rate as if the alienor had lived 
fad made no alienation, the Courts have rather decided 
Meording to convenience than according to the strict 
Words of section 15 of the Succession Duty Act, whieh 
Merely says that in thatevent thesame duty shall be paid as 
fno alienation had been made, It was objected plausibly, 

h under the particular circumstances captiously, 

in order to entitle itself to the duty the Crown 
Mast show who would, by devolution of law, have had 
property if the owner of the succession had not 
Wimated it. ‘This construction would evidently give 
Rater trouble, but would in the end, as a rule, increase 
Famount which the Crown could claim, since the 
Petson then discovered would be almost always more 





But if there | 











remote from the predecessor than the alienor himself. 
The construction adopted by the Court has therefore 
both the merit of convenience, and that of inflicting 
a less tax on the subject. We treat this as the 
decision of the Court, and it must evidently be so re- 
garded, notwithstanding the attempt made to show 
that the Crown ought to succeed withont the Court 
deciding anything, on the singular ground that the 
alienor being in the information stated to be dead, 
he must be assumed to be still alive. A second 
point in the case (if it can be called a point) was 


| that the defendants, being a corporation, should pay 


nothing, because the 27th section only related to cor- 
porations when they were successors, not when they were 
alienees of a succession. The only support to this strange 
contention was to be found in the unfortunate vacilla- 
tion of meaning with which the statute employs the 
words successor and succession. 


PiLeapInc—Renyt-cHares 1x Fee. 
Thomas v. Sylvester, Q.B., 20 W. R. 912, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
368. 
It deserves to be recorded that just as pleading is 
about to expire, it has shown its capacity to adapt its 
rules to changed circumstances withont departing from 


“its strict logic, or rather to overrule by the application of 


the strict logic of principle the minor rules which had 
been deduced from the principles, when the premisses on 
which that deduction was founded have ceased to be true. 
Formerly, while the remedy of a real action existed for 
the recovery of a freehold rent-charge, an action of debt 
for arrears could not be maintained, on the ground that 
the real action was the proper remedy. Yet; even then, 
if the freehold estate in the rent had come to an end, so 
that the real action could no longer be maintained, the 
action of debt was allowed for arrears, as to the exeeator 
of a grantee for life. Following the same principle, the 
Court has decided that the real action being now abolished 
by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 36, the action of debt fills up 
its place, and can be maintained though the estate is 
still in existence. This agrees with the opinion of 
Pollock, C.B., in Varley v. Leigh (2 Ex. 446). 





Screrrtrors Lanp. 
Betts v. Great Eastern Railiray Company, Ex., 21 W. R. 
853. 
We noticed some time since (17 S. J. 457) the result 
of some recent cases as to superfluous land, and especially 
of the case of May v. (reat Western Railway Company, 


+ in the Exchequer Chamber (21 W. R. 295, L. BR. 3 Q. B. 
| 26). 
| where lands are allowed to remain unused for the pur- 


The effect of the present decision is that, even 


poses of the railway for a considerable period of time be- 
yond the statutory ten years, yet if in fact they were 
acquired for the purposes of the railway, and if the com- 
pany still bend Ade, and with a reasonable expectation 
of so employing them, retain them with a view of employ- 
ing them forthat purpose, (which isa question for thejury), 
their mere non-user for that purpose, er even the fact 
that they are temporarily let out to tenants, will not 
make them “ supertiuous lands” within the 127th section 
of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. It will, of course, be 
understood that, although the question is one for the 
jury, the Court would, if necessary, exercise its ordinary 
power of reviewing the verdict by sending the case for a 
new trial. 





Arracuwent—Jepement Crrprrer. 

Best v. Pembroke, QB, 21 W. R. 919, L. R. § Q Bo 363. 

It was the logical consequence os theirdecision in the case 
of In re Prenkland (L. R. 8 QB. 18), om which werecently 
commented (IT S. J. 555), that the Court should in the 
present case overrule the decision in HHertley ¥. Shemewedl 
(9 W. R. 520), and they have accordingly dome so. We 
may refer also to the case of Clarke v. Clarke (22 WL R. 
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776, L. R. 3 P. & D. 57, commented on 178. J. 959) as a 
decision in a kindred matter, pronounced in the same 
narrow sense, though in that case under the pressure of 
previous authority. 


GENERAL AVERAGE. 
Stewart v. West India and Pacific Steamship Company, 
Ex.Ch., 21 W. R. 953, L. R. 8 Q. B. 362. 
The decision of the Queen’s Bench in this case (com- 
mented on 17 S. J. 481) has been affirmed. 








REVIEWS. 


INTERNATIONAL LAW. 
Commentaries upon International Law, 
Puitimore, D.C.L., &. Vol. III. 

Butterworths. 1873. 

This third volume of Sir R. Phillimore’s work comprises 
what may be called the “ war branch” of International 
Law. The chapters which treat of international law as 
administered by Prize Courts derive a special professional 
interest from the author’s past experience and present 
position. These chapters, however, have been but little 
altered or added to in the present edition. The Naval 
Prize Act of 1864 is repeatedly referred to, besides being 
printed in the Appendix, but the exposition of the prin- 
ciples and practice of Prize Courts furnished by the Eng- 
lish and American judgments before 1864 has been re- 
tained, “because the former practice was generally 
affirmed by the statute, and would also be valuable in the 
ease of the statute requiring interpretation” (p. 681). 
There are, of course, no new English prize decisions to 
incorporate, and though the author notices at some 
length two American decisions as to the liability to 
seizure of contraband goods ultimately intended for the 
enemy, but whose immediate destination was a neutral 
port, he has not made any use of the numerous other 
decisions of the American Courts on cases arising out of 
the late war, nor does he seem to be aware of the American 
Prize Act of 1864. In the former edition he had treated the 
decisions and practice of the American Prize Courts quite 
as fully as those of the English Courts, and therefore his 
readers would naturally suppose that what he had re- 
printed without alteration represented the present law 
and practice of the United States Prize Courts. 

Apropos of the Declaration of Paris and the movement 
in favour of exempting all private property at sea from 
capture, Sir R. Phillimore comments severely upon the 
stringency with which Germany and the United States, 
the chief supporters of the new movement, have exercised 
their belligerent rights over private property on land. 
We regret, however, that he has not had the leisure, or 
has not thought it worth while, to investigate and treat 
more fully the laws and usages of land warfare. Al- 
though there is no tribunal like the Prize Courts for 
enforcing these laws and usages, and although states- 
men and generals do not always adhere to the rules laid 
down by writers on international law, this branch of 
international law is no worse off in these respects than 
many others, and there is none upon which it is more 
important that correct ideas should be generally diffused ; 
for instead of concerning merely diplomatists and 
politicians, every officer or soldier of an invading army, 
and every member of an invaded population, may have 
to apply its rules or conform to them. The discussions 
arising out of the late Franco-German war, particularly 
M. Kolin Jacquemyn’s papers in the Revue de Drott 
International and Professor luntschi's in Von 
Holtzendorff's “ Jahrbuch,” have very considerably added 
to the materiale previously available for ascertaining 
and illustrating the laws of land warfare. 

With reference to the Alabama arbitration we are 
disappointed to find that though Sir KR. Phillimore has 
devoted some five and twenty pages to the subject he 
has altogether omitted to discuss the crucial question of 


By Sir Rozerr 
Second Edition. 


the arbitrators’ interpretation of the term “que 
diligence,” especially as some passages from his wri 
including one from the former edition of this y 
were much relied upon by the United States counsel ang 
one of the arbitrators. He simply reprints (p. 242), with. 
out any explanation or qualification, the passage which 
had been quoted from the former edition of this vol 
laying down that “a State is prima facie responsible foy 
whatever is done within its jurisdiction, for it musth. 
presumed to be capable of preventing or punishing 
offences committed within its boundaries.” Consideri 
how many offences are committed and remain unpunished 
in the most civilised States, whether despotic or free, thig 
presumption must be a mere fiction if it be applied to alj 
offences whatever, though it may be properly appli. 
cable to acts necessarily involving a certain amount of 
notoriety, such as the assembling of an armed force, 
There is another subject upon which Sir R. Phillimorg 
uses language liable to be misunderstood, viz., loans by 
the subjects of neutral States to belligerents. He omits 
to point out the important difference between loans to g 
recognised independent State and loans to insurgents 
against arecognised Government. The only case he cites 
(Demetrius de Wiitz v. Hendricks 9 Moo. P. C. 586) related 
toaloan to the Greek insurgents against the Porte, and that 
Chief Justice Best’s judgment turned upon this appears 
more clearly by comparing what Lord Eldon said ing 
case referred to by the Chief Justice (Jones v. Garcia Dal 
Rio, T. & R. 297). According to an opinion given by 
the Law Officers in 1823, which Sir R. Phillimore prints 
in an appendix, there was no doubt whatever about the 
lawfulness of a commercial loan to a belligerent State, 
though a gratuitous subscription for a belligerent was 
regarded by them as standing on a different footing, 
Sir R. Phillimore believes that these opinions of the Law 
Officers were taken with reference to loans to aid the 
Greeks in their war of independence, but, if so, Mr 
Canning would never have asked about subscriptions and 
loans “for the use of one of two belligerent States.” 
Mr. Gladstone, in his speech of last session with reference 
to the Carlist subscriptions, also printed in Sir R. Philli- 
more’ sappendix, states it as hisimpression that the opinions 
of 1823 were given with reference to Spain, and this 
seems to us much more probable. The French had at 
that time invaded Spain, and popular feeling in England 
was so strongly excited against the invaders, that Sir 
James Mackintosh and the Whigs attempted to repeal 
the Foreign Enlistment Act. This subject of loans to 
belligerent States is of considerable importance, as Pro. 
fessor Bluntschi (Volkerrecht, Art. 768) quotes the 
decision as to the loan to the Greek insurgents from Sir 
R. Phillimore’s former edition, as if it applied to loans to 
belligerent States, and partly founds upon it an article 
forbidding the public raising of loans for belligerents in 
neutral states. As regards the cognate question of the 
export of arms to a belligerent State, Sir R. Phillimore 
does not appear to have made any additions to his 
former edition. Lord Granville’s correspondence on this 
subject with Count Bernstorff, in August and September, 
1870, certainly deserved some notice. We should for 
another reason have been glad if Sir R. Phillimore had 
revised his observations on the export and sale of com 
traband. Some passages which he quotes from a very 
able article in the North American Review for April, 
1872, apparently with full approbation, in his notice of 
the Alabama question (p. 274), appear to us very di 
to reconcile with what he has reprinted from his former 
edition (pp, 405-409). 








Upon the announcement of Sir Alfred Stephen's retirement 
from the office of Chief Justice of New South Wales, & 
meeting of Sydney solicitors was held to take steps to pr 
a testimonial to him. It was decided to open a list, 


limit the subscription to two guineas, The testimonial was 
to take the form of a handsome piece of plate. The 





Justice has also been entertained by the magistracy and 
people of Goulburn at a banquet. 
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NOTES. 


Process-serving in Liverpool appears to be a disagreeable 
gad somewhat dangerous occupation. An application was 
secently made to the Vice-Chancellor of the Chancery 
Court of Lancaster to direct substituted service of a bill 
on the defendant, who had not been properly served. It 

from the report in a local journal that the bill 
gas filed on the 14th August last, and on the next day an 
endeavour was made to serve it on the defendant; but the 
glicitor’s clerk who tried to do so was not able to gain 
agooss to the house in which the defendant was said to 
live. After he had made many attempts to get inside, “a 
yoman looked out of a top window and told him that un- 
Jes he ‘got off’ she would throw a kettle of water upon 
him. Not wishing to undergo that discomfort, he threw 
4 stamped copy of the bill of complaint through the front 

Jour window, which was open; and he distinctly saw 

the Woman in question afterwards pick it up. No ap- 

ce, however, was made on behalf of the defendant.” 
from an affidavit made by the solicitor’s clerk it appeared 
that the threat of the kettle of water was merely a speci- 
men of the treatment ordinarily bestowed on process- 
srvers. ‘In addition to the attempts stated to serve the 
defendant with the bill filed in this case, other attempts 
had been made by the clerks in Mr. Jones’s service, and 
in every case they had been ‘chased,’ personal violence 
had been threatened by the inmates of the house, and the 
gid clerks refused to attend there again, and said their 
lives were endangered by so doing. In one instance half 
abrick was thrown at one ofthem.” The Vice-Chancellor 
suggested that the services of the police might be put in 
requisition ; but in case of all available means failing he 


would allow service by registered letter as a substitute. 


It was remarked, however, that perhaps even the postman 
would not venture to the house; but the learned Vice- 
Chancellor did not state what course should be pursued in 
this contingency. 





We must all be painfully conscious that in the relations 
‘between judge and advocate in this country there is bat 
too often much room for improvement ; but we must con- 
fess that the extent of the improvement which is possible 
never struck us so forcibly as on reading in the columns 
ofan Irish legal contemporary an account of a little scene 
in the Belfast Magistrate’s Court a few days ago. The 
presiding magistrate, Mr. Orme, in answer to an applica- 
tin of Mr. M‘Erlean, is reported to have said, “ Mr. 
M€rlean, I have read in the newspapers, with much 
Pleasure, that you have been admitted an attorney and 
édlicitor. I am happy to congratulate you on the credit- 
able manner in which you passed your examination, and I 
am glad to see you here as one of the advocates in this 
eonrt. I wish you every success in your profession, and I 
am sure Sir James Hamilton concurs with me in what I 
have said.” Sir James Hamilton did concur, and Mr. 
WErlean said, “ I am exceedingly obliged to your worships 
for your kind and spontaneous expression of opinion in my 
gard. Coming from gentlemen of so much experience 
4nd of such standing in Belfast, that opinion I esteem as 
of great value ; and now, in the opening of my professional 
¢areer, I must say that it is peculiarly gratifying to me. 
Tappreciate it in a manner I cannot sufticiently express.” 
To crown all, the adjournment applied for by Mr. M‘Erlean 
was granted. 





The Pall Mall Gazette notices a curious and very 
tant point in American constitutional law raised by 

the action of the Constitutional Convention which bas been 
for some time at Harrisburg, in Pennsylvania. In 

» Says our contemporary, the Legislatare of Penn. 
aylvania directed a vote of the people of the State to be 
taken at the October election on the question whether a 
®avention should or should not be called to revise the 
Constitution. The vote was in the affirmative, and 
®eordingly, in 1872, the Legislature passed an Act 
Providing for the election of delegates, and in this Act it 
tok upon itself to restrict the authority of the Convention. 
the first place, it forbade any alteration to be made in 
ninth article of the existing Constitution, which is 








commonly known as “ the declaration of rights,” or the sub- 
mission of “ any proposition for the establishment of a court 
or courts with exclusive equity jurisdiction.” And in the 
second place it required that the vote on the amended 
Constitution should be taken “‘ as the general elections of 
this commonwealth are now by law conducted.” As soon 
as the session of the Convention began, the question was 
raised whether the Legislature was competent to impose 
these restrictions. It was decided by an overwhelming 
majority that it was not. The Convention then proceeded 
with its work, disregarding altogether the limitations of 
the Act under which it was chosen. The constitutional 
question above referred to is raised by a bold effort on the 
part of the Convention to overthrow the corrupt Ring 
which rules Philadelphia, the members of which had openly 
boasted they would defeat the revised Coustitution by 
50,000 majority, or more, if need be. To prevent this 
boast from being carried into effect, the Convention at the 
last moment, before breaking up, created a special Board 
of five members—three Republicans and two Democrats ; 
and tothis Board it entrusted the duty of revising the 
registry of Philadelphia, of superintend:ng the election in 
that city, and counting the votes. If this Board is allowed 
to act, the Ring is absolutely disarmed. However sorely 
it may need one, it cannot mannfacture a majority. Ac- 
cordingly, the Ring members in the Convention offered the 
measure all the opposition in their power, but they were 
outvoted. The Secretary of State refuses to recognise 
the Board or to issue to it the necessary powers ; aud Chief 
Justice Read, before whom the question must be tried, if 
itis tried at all, is said to have written a letter toa citizen 
of Philadelphia in which he declares the Board unconsti- 
tutional. The question must be settled oue way or other 
speedily, for the election is fixed for December 16, and it 
is one which brings face to face two opposing schools of 
American constitutional lawyers. According to the one, 
a Convention is merely a body of delegates possessed of no 
powers higher than those of advice. According to the 
other, it is an assemblage of the people themselves, and ig 
clothed, therefore, with sovereign power. In the view of 
the first school this Harrisburg Convention was called 
together by the Act of the Legislature of 1872, and can 
exercise consequently only the authority delegated to it by 
that Act. In the view of the second school it derived its 
existence from the vote of the people at the October elee- 
tion in 1871, and can do everything which the people 
themselves could do if assembled together in one place. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


AtrorNers’ GRIEVANCES, 
{ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—As to my authority for the gown and bands, I 
think “ Au Attorney ” has himself supplied it by allusion 
to ‘‘the regulations imposed by suvdry county court 
judges,” which require that attorneys practising as advocates 
in their courts shall beso attired. One must suppose that 
the judges who framed such regulations hadsome authority, 
not only to impose a dress, but a certain form of dress 
upon the practitioners appearing before them. But I go 
further than this, and maintain that attorneys, as de jure 
though not de facto members of the Inus of Court and of 
Chancery, or one of them, are entitled to wear the distine- 
tive drees alluded to. 

Iam not concerned to specify the precise times when 
the gown and bands should be worn, but surely a via media 
may be discovered between the absurdity of always, and 
the impropriety of never, wearing them. 

The “man willinery” argument proves nothing—or too 
much. It would strip the ermine from the judge, the 
cassock from the priest, the uniform from the soldier. 

But my purpose in writing my first letter was to draw 
attention to the general status of attorneys, the gown and 
bands having been alluded to by me incidentally. If, Sir, 
the attorneys of England possess the power and influence 
which you asoribe to them in your article last week on 
Tho Organisation of the Profession,’ how is it that they 
have never made an attempt to regain their ancient posi- 
tion in the Inns of Court? Can it de possible that they 
are indifferent to the advantages enjoyed by those honoar- 
able societies? Surely not, 
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Some of your younger readers may be unaware of the 
existence at any time of this right, but others well know 
that it existed. So recently as the year 1855 it was alluded 

_toby Mr. Robert Maugham, the late worthy secretary of 
the Incorporated Law Society, and by Mr. William 
Strickland Cookson, in their evidence given before the 
Commissioners “to inquire into the arrangements in the 
Inns of Court and Inns of Chancery for promoting the study 
of the law and jurisprudence,” and they gave their authori- 
ties for the assertion of the right. It will not be denied, I 
think, that the two gentlemen I have named were 
thoroughly competent to speak upon the subject, and I 
may add that the learned Commissioners, who were 
presided over by Lord Hatherley—then Sir William Page 
Wood—did not attempt to deny that such a right existed, 
as alleged by Messrs. Maugham and Cookson. 

It is a favourite expression with judges, when about to 
visit with condign punishment some recalcitrant atterney, 
to call him an officer of the Court—and so, no doubt, he 
is; but, strange to say, the bench can take no judicial 
notice of his presence:because he is not suitably attired ; 
and it is an impertinence in him (officer of the Court 
though he be) to rise when the Bar rises, ¢.g., upon the 
entrance or departure of the judge! 

So that our “ big brother,” as your correspondent styles 
the barrister, has treated us after the fashion of Emperor 
Peter, in Swift's ‘‘ Tale of a Tub.” He has turned us out 
of doors, stripped us, and finally compelled us to salute the 
toe which has so grievously assaulted us. 


68, Chanc-ry-lane, Dec. 2. Joun TUCKER. 





THE New Scate. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir—Will you allow me to call the attention of your 
readers, with reference to the scale issued by the Law 
Society, to the fact that in some transactions it is in 
excess of the scale of charges usually adopted by solicitors 
to building societies, who, as you are aware, by the rules 
of the societies charge a sum usually from three to five 
guineas for purchases or mortgages not exceediug £700 or 
£800. Of course this isvery poor pay for the trouble and 
responsibility involved, but I believe that an enormous 
number of transactions are carried out upon this scale. 
It is trne the titles are usually leasehold and do not in- 
volve a very great amount of trouble, but I think the fact 
should be borne in mind in considering whetl.er or not the 
scale issned by the Law Society is a fair onr. 

Perhaps the difference between those gentlemen who 
consider the Law Society’s scale too low, and those who 
are content with it, might be met to some extent by 
making the scale applicable to purchases or mortgages of 
leaseholds lower than that applicable to purchases or mort- 
gages of freeholds, which are usually more difficult. 

Dee. 1. A Crry Soricrtor. 

[The scale provides for a fixed reduction of one-fourth 


in the case of leaseholds for terms not originally exceeding 
100 years.— Ep. S. J.} 





NorFoLk anp Lincony Marsues DrarnacE Acts. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Can you, or any of my co-subscribers to your 
journal, give me the dates and titles of the Acts of Par- 
liament relating to the drainage of the fens or marshes of 
ne counties of Nortolk, Lincoln, &c. ? G. J. 
ec. 4, 





In the course of a compensation case recently heard in the 
Sheriff's Court, it was mentioned by the Attorney-General 
that whatever else the Licensing Act had done it had increased 
the value of publichouses and beershops. 


A correspondent of the Daily News gives the following 
account of M. Depeyre, the new French Minister of Justice: 
—“ He was in 1870 a leader of the Toulouse RBar. Elected 
as a Conservative, he drew attention to himself in the early 
days of the Bordeaux Assembly by a fluent anti-Republican 
speech. He is a wily advocate, with an apparently 
vehement manner, which he can perfectly well control 
within calculated bounds. His portfolio is the rich 


COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
LIVERPOOL. 
(Before J. F. Coutrer, Esq., Judge.) 
Nov. 21.—in re T. S. Trumble. 
Appeals from registrars’ decisions, 

This was an appeal from a decision of the registrar, reject. 
ing a proof of debt of the brother of the liquidating debtor 
for £1,563. The debtor was a paperhanger in Bold-street 
Liverpool, who presented a petition in November last year, 
Liquidation was determined upon, and at the meeting the 
proof of debt in question was objected to and the vote of 
the claimant was rejected. On the resolutions bei 
tendered for registration, the validity of the brother's claim 
was considered and decided against by the registrar, and 
the resolutions were registered. 

Etty (solicitor) now asked the Court to review the re. 
gistrar’s decision as to the proof, and, after explaining the 
cause of the delay, submitted that he was entitled to the 
judgment of the Court. 

Myburgh excepted to the jurisdiction of the Court. The 
only appeal which was provided for by the Act was against 
the registration of the resolutions. 
of proof, the registrar had given his decision, and had 
registered the proceedings. Had the parties desired, they 
could have adjourned the question of the proof for the 
opinion of the Court; but as they had elected to take the 
registrar’s decision, it was too late to revive the matter, 
except by appeal from the trustee, in case he rejected the 

roof, 

. His Honour held the objection to be good, as he saw no 
provision in the Act or rules sanctionin an appeal from the 
registrar's decision, except as to the registration of the 
resolutions. 

Myburgh then said that, as he did not wish the claimant 
to be damnified by a technical objection, he would consent 
to the Court considering the proof as an appeal from the 
trus!ee, 

Etty consented to that course, and after evidence was 
adduced and arguments urged on both sides, the Court ree 
served its judgment. 

In re Rahn and Eaton. 

Bill of sale purporting to assign partnership property 
executed by one partner only—Transfer of goods as security to 
a surety. 

This was a motion on behalf of Mr. Bolland, the trustee 
of the property of the liquidating debtors, who were com- 
mission and cigar merchants in Liverpool, for an order 
declaring that a bill of sale executed immediately prior to the 
liquidation by one of the debtors (Rahn) of all the partner- 
ship assets in favour of Mr. Whitfield, as security for a past 
debt, was void, and an act of bankruptcy. 

Walton appeared for the the trustee in the liquidation, 
and Etty (solicitor) for Mr, Whitfield. 

The facts were that in March last, Rahn, a partner in tke 
firm of Rahn & Eaton, was asked by Mr. E. C. Whitfield 
to give him security in accordance with an alleged previous 
promise, for the payment of a sum of £400 borrowed by 
Rabn through Whitfield, and for the repayment of which the 
latter was surety. Rahn accordingly executed a bill of sale 
of all his effects to Whitfield, who immediately afterwards 
took possession of the property. The firm filed a petition 
for liquidation, and this motion was made by the trustee 
to set aside the bill of sale. 

His Honour said—With respect to the facts of this case, 
Imay premise that I regard Mr. Whitfield’s version as 
substantially the true one. It is difficult to imagine anything 
more misleading than the affidavit of the debtor. It is 
evident that he concealed from Whitfield the fact that Eaton 
was his partner, and there is such strong intrinsic 
evidence of untruthfulness about his testimony that I do not. 
think him worthy of credit. It is admitted that at the time. 
of the execution of the bill of sale by Rahn alone there was 
a partnership between Rahn and Eaton, and that the 
property assigned was partnership property. On the 
authority of the cases of Harrison v. Jackson, 7 T. R. 207, 
and Steiglitz v. Egginton, Holt, 141, I am compelled to 
come to the conclusion that the bill of sale was void as being: 





reward of some half-dozen declamatory speeches.” 


a deed purporting to assign the partnership property, but 
pa A by one partner only. Rahn had no imp jod authority 








Here, on the question . 
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* go to bind his co-partner ; he could only have been authorised 
go to do either by deed, or by signing the partnership 
name in the presence of the ell gin t was argued that 
there having been a symbolica] delivery of a chair in the 
name of the whole property at the time of the execution, 
that amounted to a delivery, and that such delivery was 

, independent and apart from the deed, and bound the 
hae . But the symbolical delivery is provided for 
the deed, and I do not think it can be considered asa 

delivery separate or apart from the deed. Where there is a 
deed, everything that is done must be considered as done 
under it, and the fact that the bill of sale was afterwards 

istered is some evidence that it, and not the delivery, was 
relied on. The property comprised in the bill of sale or its 
equivalent will therefore have to be restored, and will pass 
to the trustee. 

With respect to the delivery orders for the matches and 
wine, the same rule would not apply. Rahn had implied 
power to pledge the personal property of the firm for ad- 
vances. lt remains to be considered whether the transfer 
was or was not a fraudulent one within the policy of the 
bankruptcy laws. I do not think that it was a voluntary 
transfer ; indeed the only reasonable explanation of the 
transaction is that it was done on pressure of a severe kind 
from Whitfield, for I disregard the story of the promised 
advance of £300. I do not think it was done with any in- 
tent to delay or defraud the otber creditors, or from any 
preference for Whitfield; all the facts negative such a sup- 

ition. 
matches and wine bore to the remainder of the debtor’s 
property, I have no trustworthy evidence. I may observe 
that this point of the case was scarcely touched upon in the 
argument ; and I may conclude that it was not considered cf 
any great importance. ‘The inference I draw from all the 
circumstances of the case is, that this property did not bear 
any such relative proportion to the stock-in-trade, fixtures, 
and furniture of the six shops as to make its transfer an 
assignment of all the debtor’s property with an unimportant 
exception, or even an assignment of the greater part of the 
debtor’s property ; nor did the transfer affect their insol- 
vency, which was complete before. It was argued that 

Whitfield’s claim being a mere undertaking of suretyship, 
the debtors had received no equivalent for the transfer, but 
in the case of Ex parte Foxley, 16 W. R. 831, L. R. 3 Ch. 
515, it seems to be distinctly admitted by Wood, L.J., that a 
suretyship’ was a sufficient equivalent to support a bill of 
sale, and there is no difference in principle between a bill of 
sale and a transfer such as the present. His words (p. 520) 
are these :—‘* The debtor gave a security to cover the risk 
of Lewis in indorsing the bill. I am not prepared to say 
that that was not in itself an equivalent which would have 
supported a bill of sale.” In Strachan v. Barton, 4 W. R. 
292, 11 Ex. 647, it was held that the payment by a bankrupt 
of a debt not due was not necessarily a fraudulent preference, 
and in Edwards v. Glyn, 2B. & E. 29,7 W. R. C, L. Dig. 11, 
prequest from a surety was held sufficient to negative a 
fraudulent preference, Upon these authorities I am prepared 

tohold, if necessary, that the liability of Whitfield on the 
promissory note was a sufficient equivalent for the transfer 
ofthe wine and matches. For the foregoing reasons I think 
the principal ingredients necessary to making this transfer 
void, or an act of bankruptcy, are wanting ; and I refuse so 
much of the motion as relates to the wineand matches, The 
costs will come out of the estate. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Miller, Peel, §- Hughes. 


THE RAILWAY COMMISSION. 
(Before Mr. MacnaMaRA, Q.C., and Sir F. PEEL.) 
Nov. 29.—Corporation of Dover v. London and South-Eastern 
and London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Companies. - 


An application was made, under Rule 27 of the General 
Orders, by the defendants in this case (ante p. 47) for a writ 
of summons to be issued calling upon the plaintiffs to show 
cause why all further proceedings should not be stayed until 
the point of law raised by the defendants—that the case was 
one which did not, in accordance‘with section 2 of the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act of 1854, come under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Commissioners—had been fully argued. 

Harrison, for the London, Chatham, and Dover Company, 
said that the application proceeded on the ground that the 
question at issue being a simple question of fares, did not 
 %me within the jurisdiction of this Court. He cited Jones 








On the subject of the proportion which the 





v. Eastern Counties Railway, 3 C. B. N. S. 718, 7 W. R. 
©. L. Dig. 78, in which it was ruled by the Court of Common 
Pleas that they had no power to interfere in any question of 
the fares of any railway company so long as that company kept 
within the maximum rate assigned by Parliament of 3d. a 
mile. The present case, he submitted, was a precieely similar 
one. It did not appear from the plaintiff's appeal that they 
made any specific or actual charges of inadequate accommo- 
dation or unlawful overcharge. Their complaint was one of 
relative insufficiency and overcharge, and as such did not 
come within the jurisdiction of this Court. He urged that 
by granting the application a great saving would be effected 
both in time and money. 

Willis, for the London and South-Eastern Company, 
followed on the same side. 

The Commissioners ordered the writ of summons to be 
issued. 

Dec. 3.—The Court sat to hear the arguments upon the 
writ granted by the Commissioners. 

F. M. White, for the plaintiffs, argued that to pronounce 
on the question raised by the defendants—whether the 
present case was one which came within the jurisdiction 
of the Court—it was obviously necessary for the Court to 
be in possession of the true facts of the case in detail. In 
accordance with the rule which requires from a corporate 
body a certificate from the Board of Trade of the validity 
of their appeal, his clients had come before the Commis- 
sioners armed with such a proof of the justice of their 
claim, and he submitted it would, until at least that claim 
had been heard, be somewhat premature to deny its 
justice. The law and the facts should be laid together 
before the Court ; indeed, the former would rise out of 
the latter as the case proceeded, though, at the same time, 
should the Court think fit, they could be kept distinct and 
separate. It was no relative complaint, or complaint of 


preference that his clients urged, but an absolute com- 
plaint of actual want of accommodation. 

Field, for the defendants, cited Caterham Company v. The 
London and Brigliton Railway, 1 C. B. N. S. 410, 5 W. R. 
C. L. Dig. 229; Nicholson v. The Great Western Railway, 
in the matter of the Ruabon Coal Company, 7 W. R. 494, 


5 C. B. N. S. 366, and Jonés v. Eastern Counties Railway, 
3 C. B. N.S. 324, 7 W R. C. L. Dig. 78—all of which 
were, he alleged, cases in point, and in all of them the 
Court of Common Pleas had ruled that they had no power 
of interference. 

[The CommissIonERs intimated that as the present case 
came rather under the 13th section of the Act of 1873 
than under the 2nd section of the Act of 1854, it was 
hardly to be compared with the cases cited by Mr. Field 
as having been decided by the Court of Common Pleas. 
Here the plaintiffs had come before them with the full 
consent, so to speak, of the Board of Trade, which consent 
must be held as an earnest of the justice of their appeal.] 

The sole question was one of fares. Every complaint 
was a relative complaint. 

[White here stated that that was a mistake in the ori- 
gina! application which had since been rectified. | 

He denied that this in any way affected the merits of 
the case. The amended application carried the case no 
further. It made, indeed more specific complaints, but it 
in no wise altered the nature of the complaints, which the 
learned counsel maintained to be purely and solely of a 
relative nature. 

Harrison, for the London, Chatham, ani Dover Com- 
pany, pointed ont that though the Board of Trade had 
granted the necessary certificate to the plaintiffs, they had 
done so without having made any specific complaints. Had 
such complaints been made, they would have been laid 


| before the companies to answer, but none such kad been 


received. It was expressly stated, moreover. in the 2nd 
section of the Act of 1854 that the aggrieved parties must 
clearly state the remedies they propose, but no such 
remedies, or any remedies whatever, were mentioned by 
the plaintiffs. There was no similarity in the circum- 
stances of Dover and the other towns, and it was absurd to 
talk of undue preference in such cases. 

The Curer ComMIssIONER said it seemed to the Court 
that there was no question of Jaw which it would at 
present be convenient for them to decide to the delay of 
further proceedings. As these proceedings were under the 
6th and 13th sections of the Act of 1873, it was in the power 
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of the defendants to refer the point at issue toa higher 
Court; but, inasmuch as the final decision of the Commis- 
sioners might, according to its tenor, raise on either side 
other questions for references to a higher court, it would 
be convenient to the Commissioners to hear the case in 
full, so as to become acquainted with all the points likely 
to be so referred. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Netson Warp has been appointed one of the 
Registrars of the Court of Chancery, in the place of Mr. 
Arthur Ellis resigned. 

Mr. Cuurcn (a son of Mr. E. B. Church, the chief clerk 
to the Master of the Rolls) has been appointed a Clerk in 
the Registrars’ office of the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Joun Bramston has been appointed Attorney- 
General for the colony of Hong Kong. Mr. Bramston was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1857. 

Mr. Witt1aM Smita, solicitor, Sheffield, was, on the 27th 
ult., unanimously appointed by the West Riding justices, 
sitting at Sheffield, to be their Clerk in the place of Mr, A. 
Smith, resigned. 

Mr. B. H. Tromp, of Essex-street, Strand, has been 
appointed a London Commissioner to administer oaths in 
the Court of Exchequer. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


THE SOCIETY OF THE ATrORNEYS AND SOLICI- 
TORS OF IRELAND. 

The half yearly meeting of this society was held on the 
26th ult. at the Solicitors’ Hall, Four Courts, for the purpose 
of receiving the report of the Council and the report of the 
scrutineers of the ballot, and for the transaction of other 
business. The chair was taken at two o'clock by Sir 
Richard John Theodore Orpen, and the meeting was 
attended by a considerable number of members of the 
society. 

Mr. Joux H. Gopparp (secretary) read the advertisement 
convening the meeting, and the report of the Council for the 
past year. 

Tne CraiRMAN moved the adoption of the report. 

Mr. Suanxon called attention to certain Chancery schedule 
fees, which he characterised as absurd. He suggested that 
the report should be circulated amongst the members one 
week before the meeting. 

Mr, LirrLepae urged that the new Council should give 
their careful consideration to the question of legal education. 
They had 120 or 130 young gentlemen, and every one knew 
it was impossible for one lecturer to lecture sv many. His 
efforts were thrown away. He entertained the opinion 
that they were notthe proper body to take charge of that 
education, but he understood he was singular in that opinion. 
He also thought the present hour of lecturing was incon- 
venient and disadvantageous to the apprentices, and that 
the evening would be a better time, a careful examination 
to follow at the end of eachlecture, or certainly once or twice 
in the week. The Landed Estates’ Court judges had 
published the form and practice of that court, and he thought 
it would be desirable that the judges of the Bankruptcy 
Court should adopt a similar course. There was a great 
waste of time in the Landed Estates Court in the hearing of 
motions of ccurse, and this was not properly considered. Mr. 
Littledale then referred to the professional conduct of Mr. 
Ball, solicitor to the Church Commissioners, whom he 
charged with sending circulars containing his terms for con- 
veyancing. 

Mr. H. T. Dix said that two members of the Council at- 
tended at the lectures, Hedid not think they could rea- 
sonably oek the judges of the Court of Bankruptcy to 
publish the form and practice of the court, as it was not done 
in the case of any other court, save the Landed Estates 
Court, where it was done voluntarily. With regard to the 
reference of Mr. Littledaleto Mr. Ball, he did not, think it 
wasone which the Council could take cognisance of on an 
individual assertion. 

Mr. Avruvu Exvis complained of the Church Commis- 





sioners as a body, and not of Mr. Ball, who was a very 
respectable gentleman. The Commissioners were doing g 
great wrong to the profession. They sent circulars invii 
the purchasers of glebe lands to employ Mr. Ball, specifyi 
his terms for the conveyancing. That amounted, probably, 
to thousands a year, and of that the profession was deprived, 

Mr. J.T. Hryps denied that the late Council had been 
guilty of any neglect in this particular matter, as they had 
done all they possibly could with the Church Commissionerg 
to putastop to the practice. He thought the profession 
ought to take it up, as it was their business, and there wag 
no suggestion as to how the Council could remedy it. 

The Cuarrman then put the resolution, which was adopted, 

Mr. Suannon moved—“ That, for at least one week pre- 
viously to the annual meetings of this society in future years, 
the report of the Council shall be laid on the table.” —_ 

Mr. Wm. Rocue seconded the resolution, which wag 
carried. 

Mr. Gopparp then read the report of the scrutineers, who 
declared the names of the persons elected to be the Council 
for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Hixps moved, and Mr. Littledale seconded, the re. 


rt. 

Mr. West referred, as a member of the old Council, to the 
removal of some old friends, the value of whose exertions on 
behalf of the society they hud had in another room so man 
opportunities of recognising. ‘Io the judgment, the intelli- 
gence, the experience, and, above all, the indomitable energy, 
and the fearless independence of Mr. Arthur Ellis they 
owed much of the advantage and social status they at pre 
sent had. 

The Cuarrman bore his testimony in concurrence with 
what Mr. West had said. 

Mr. Henry Opa called attention to a letter in the 
Trish Law Times, signed by ‘‘King Houston,” and dated 
‘‘Qmagh,” which stated that a rule existed in the society 
whereby no gold medals were awarded to any apprentices 
except those who served their time with members of the 
Council. 

Several members denied that such a rule existed, one 
member stating that he thought the writer was attempting 
to become a wag. 

The CHAIRMAN said that so far from there being such a 
rule as that stated in the letter, of the eighteen gold 
medals up to the present awarded, only one was given toa 
young man who had served his time to a gentleman who had 
been one of the Council. 

Mr. BaRLow having been called to the second chair, 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman terminated the pro- 
ceedings. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society in Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday last, the following being present—viz., 
Messrs. Desborongh (chairman), Steward, Burges, 
Gresham, Kelly, W. 8S. Masterman, and Sidney Smith, 6 
sum of £50 was granted to the widow of a member, a grant 
of £10 was made to the widow of a non-member, aud two 
new members were elected. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting of the society held at the 
Law Institution on Tuesday evening last, the following 
question was discussed, being No, 526, legal :—“ Bequest to 
A. for life, and after her decease equally to testator’s 
brothers, but if any died (leaving issue) during A.’s life- 
time, their shares to be divided equally amongst their 
children. Are children of a brother who died before the 
date of the will, and of whose death testator must have 
had knowledge, entitled to share?” The question was 
decided in the negative. 


DUBLIN LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The opening meeting of the twenty-third session of this 
society was held on the 28th ult., in the dining-hall of the 
King’s Inns, There was e@ crowded attendance. 

The Lord Chancellor oceupied the chair. 

The Auditor, Mr. Luxe P. Ditton, delivered the 
inaugural address, the subject of which was “ The History 
of Land Legislation in Ireland.” 
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Mr. Porter, Q.C., moved—*“ That the best thanks of the 
society be tendered to the Auditor, and that his address 
be printed at the expense of the society.” 

Dr. HousTon seconded the resolution, which was carried. 

Mr. Hempuitt, Q.C., movea—‘* That the Law Students’ 
Debating Society is deserving of the support of the 
Benchers, the Bar, and the law students of Ireland.” 

Mr. C. H. TEELING seconded the resolution, which was 
also carried. 

A vote of thanks to the Lord Chancellor having been 
passed, his Lordship, in replying to it, referred at some 
length to the subject of the paper which had been read. 





LEGAL ITEMS. 

Mr. Justice Grove has appointed Monday, the 12th of 
January, 1874, for the trial of the Taunton Election Peti- 
tion. 

The proposed site of the new chief police-cout is on the 
east side of Castle-street, Leicester-square, opposite the end 
of Green-street. 

The Jewish Chronicle understands that the name of Mr. 
Arthur Cohen will probably be found in the next list of 
Queen’s Counsel. 

’ It appears that the amount of loans effected upon the 


security of county rates, and outstanding at Michaelmas, . 


1872, was £3,361,512. 

Mr. Williams, late Attorney-General of the United States, 

has been appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. 
Mr. Bristow, late Solicitor-General, is to be Attorney- 
General. 
’ Lord O’ Hagan has been at the pains to write, through his 
secretary, to the Spectator to say that his attention has been 
called to a paragraph in that paper “ from which he learns 
that some controversy has arisen as to words alleged to have 
been spoken by him on a late occasion in the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery. He desires me to inform you that in 
any expressions which he uttered on the occasion in question 
he did not, as seems to have been supposed, in any way 
suggest or anticipate discussion in Parliament on the matter 
which had been the subject of observation between him and 
the Lord Justice of Appeal. His remarks had simply 
reference to the form of the order in the cause of Paul y. 
Gillman, and the necessity for further consideration at 
another time—by the Court itself, and not outside of it— 
before a proposed addition to that order could be adopted.” 


Tn the course of a case tried at Dublin a few days ago it 
happened that, during the examination of the plaintiff, Mr. 
n, Q.C., who was the only counsel present on behalf of 
defendants, was called away, and he asked the Chief Justice 
if he would inform his junior of the evidence when he came 
in, His Lordship said he would do so. ‘ Mr. Heron—I am 
talled away, my lord, and Mr. Butt is engaged in another 
court. At the present state of Nisi Prius, it is hard for 
counsel to manage. Chief Justice—Give back some of the 
iefs, gentlemen; that is the way to remedy it. If you 
twdertake to be in three places at once, you cannot expect 
fosucceed. Mr. Heron—My lord, in England the fees are 
treble what they are here. Chief Justice—I know that ; 
but some arrangement might be made by which attorneys 
Would employ fewer counsel and pay them better. It would 
be more beneficial to the profession and the public.” 


The Japanese Embassy have appointed Mr. W. E. 
Grigsby, B.A., of Balliol College, Oxford, Professor of 
International Law at Yeddo. We understand, says the 

%, that a handsome salary has been guaranteed. Mr. 
Grigsby took a first class in the final classical school in 
Michaelmas Term, 1872; he afterwards gained the Vinerian 

- Law Scholarship, and last summer took a first class in the 
law School. He is also a graduate of the University of 

ow, where he gained tho Luke Fellowship, and is a 
member of the University of London. There have been five 
Japanese students studying law at Oxford this term, atnong 
Whom are the son of the Prime Minister, and Nabishima, 
Me of the chief Daimios. These students manifest great 
#al and aptitude for the study of English law. They take 
the lectures of their tutor in English, which they translate 

0 their own language, and submit the retranslations to his 
‘pproval, 

|. Ina case recently heard beforo Vice-Chancellor Little at 
Liverpool, the Vice-Chancellor said that his opinion had 





been taken in the matter prior to the institution of the 
present suit, and it was taken under circumstances which he 
thought rendered it impossible that any such proceedings as 
the present could be brought before him, because a paper had 
been left with his clerk, which he thought expressed suffi- 
ciently an undertaking on the part of the gentleman who 
stated the case for his opinion that it should not be subse- 
quently brought into litigation in that court. It appeared, 
however, that there had been a misunderstanding on the 
part of the gentleman who took his opinion as to the effect 
of the undertaking which he had given. He thought the 
matter of so much importance with reference to his own 
position, and to the influence which it would have on the 
future course of business in Liverpool and elsewhere, that he 
mentioned the circumstance to Lord Justice James, who 
was of opinion that he ought publicly to take notice of it 
and declare it, in order that there might be no possibility of 
any misunderstanding existing amongst any of the practi- 
tioners in that court; that it was not proper or consistent 
with the relation in which he stood for the discharge of 
justice in that county that any case underlying the subject 
of an equitable suit, which might become the subject of 
litigation in that court, should be stated for his opinion, 
except upon a positive agreement on the part of those 
asking for his opinion that they would not resort to him in 
his judicial capacity. The gentleman who had taken this 
case before him had expressed his regret at what had 
occurred, and he absolved him from all blame in the matter ; 
but he hoped that nothing of the kind would ever occur 


again. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GCVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Qvoration, Dec. 5, 1873 ; 
8 per Cent. Consols, ¥? x d | Annuities, April, '85 9} 
Ditto for Account, 923 xd | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. i90* 
& per Cent. Reduced 91} | Ex Bil'a, £1000, 24 per Ct. 6 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 91} | Ditto, £500, Do 6 dis 
Do, 34 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, £190 & £200, 6 dis 
Do. 2§ per Cont., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 4) per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. "73 Ct. (last half-year) 248 
Annuities, Jan, 780 — | Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
(ndiaStk.,10gpCt.Apr.'74,205 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,5$ per Cent.,May,’79 101 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, "80107 xd’ Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Litto for Account,.— | April,"64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. "88 101 | Do.Do,dperCent., Aug.°73 1004 
Ditto,ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., a iheo 
Ditto KEnfaced Ppr ,t per Cent.$44 Dittc, ditto ander #100 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid.'Closing Prices 
Stock Bristol and Exeter 

Stock Caledonian .....cccccceccescesseess 

Stock Giasgow and South-Western ....... 

Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 

Stock Great Northern 

RR RE SET ME SS: 

Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 

Stock Great Western—Original 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire  .........se000e+ 

Stock Lundon, Brighton, and Soath Coast .. 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover. 

Stock London and North-Western 

Steck Londoa and South Western.... 

Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincola 

Stock Metropolitan see 

Stock} Do., District .....cccocccccoes Wacacencenes 
Stock Midland 

Stock North British 
Stock) North Eastern 
Stock North London ..,. 
Stock North Staffordshire 0.0... ccccesceesseeeeccceceees 
Steck South Devon 5 seeceeee 
Semek! South-Eastern .....000:0-cacases: a ecncstecseacsseee se 

















69 
107§ 


® A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid te B. 


Money Marker anv City INTELLIG ENC”. 

The rate. of discount has been further reduced from 6 
per cent. to 5 per cent. The proportion of reserve to 
liabilities has, however, slightly diminished, from 46} to 45#. 
The railway market has been very firm during the week,and 
again improved on the announcement of the reduction in 
the rate of discount. In the foreign market, on the other 
hand, there has been some depression.. On Monday there 
was a fall in the price of several securities, and on 
ard Wednesday sales on Paris aceount affected the market 
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considerably ; but on Thursday there was an improvement. 
The new Russian loan has been largely subscribed for. 

The Municipal Trust has been established for the 
purpose of investments in bonds of municipalities within 
the United States of America. The capital is one million 
sterling, in A certificates of £50 and £100 each, with 
coupons attached, bearing interest at the rate of 7 per 
cent. per annum, payable quarterly. Advantage has been 
taken of the depressed state of the American markets to 
enter into a provisional contract for the purchase of bonds 
of various municipalities, which will secure, it is believed, 
an average interest of 9} per cent., exclusive of the profit 
which will be derived from the periodical payment of the 
bonds at par from time to time, over an average period of, 
say, fifteen years. By this contract these bonds are 
guaranteed to be in conformity with law, and to be 
subsisting debts against the several municipalities issuing 
the same, and, further, that the entire indebtedness in no 
case exceeds 10 per cent. of the assessed value of the 
property liable for the loan. The payments for the certi- 
ficates extend to March 20, 1874, five per cent. being 
required on application. . 

The London and River Plate Bank (Limited) announce 
that they are authorised to receive subscriptions for the first 
issue, £600,000, in 6,000 seven per cent. first mortgage 
bonds of £100 each, of the Uruguay Central and Hygueritas 
Railway Company of Montevideo (Limited). These bonds 
are to be secured by a first mortgage on the Government 
guarantee for forty years (within which period the bonds 
will be redeemed at par by the operation of a sinking fund), 
and on the 146 miles of railway, as made, from Santa Lucia 
to Hygueritas, and subscribers are to receive, in addition, 
upon the delivery ofeach definitive bond, a fully paid up 
£20 share, by way of bonus, out of the £300,000 of ordinary 
share capital, which is entitled to dividend after payment of 
the interest and sinking fund on the bonds, and the interest 
on the preference shares. It is stated that the Government 
guarantee of £700 per mile amounts annually to £102,200, 
the interest and sinking fund on the bonds amount to 
£90,000, leaving a margin, per annum, of £12,200; that 
the bonds, therefore, are considerably more than Sally covered 
by the amount of the Government guarantee, and in addition, 
they have the security of the traffic of the railway, and that 
the 7 per cent. bonds of the Central Uruguay Railway 
Company, with the same Government guarantee as thosenow 
offered for subscription, but without any bonus share, issued 
in April, 1871, at 75, are now quoted at 98 

The directors of the Credit Foncier of England (Limited) 
announce that they are prepared to receive subscriptions for 
£150,000 six per cent, debentures, being the balance of the 
£350,000 debentures created February, 1878. The price 
of subscription is £97 10s. per £100 debenture, and sub- 
scribers will be entitled to the quarterly coupon, due Ist 
December, equal to £1 10s. per £100 debenture, which will 
be allowed from the payments on allotments, The Deben- 
tures ure payable to bearer transferable from hand to hand 
without stamp. The interest, at the rate of 6 per cent. per 
annum, is payable quarterly on 1st December, Ist June, Ist 
September, in each year, coupons for each quarterly pay- 
ment being attached to the debentures. The debentures 
are all to be redeemed by Ist March, 1880, at par, viz., 
£100 per £100 debentnre, by half-yearly drawings, com. 
mencing Ist December, 1874. It is stated that the Credit 
Foncier has a paid-up capital of £1,250,000, a reserve fund 
of £100,000, and in addition to this an uncalled capital of 
£250,000, making total resources of £1,600,000. The 
subscriptions close on Monday next for London, and on the 
following Tuesday at 12 o'clock for the country. 

Messrs. Holderness, Nott, & Co. invite subscriptions for 
10,000 shares of £5 each in the Wernpistill Colliery Company, 
— The prospectus states that the company has been 

ormed for the purpose of acquring, working, and fully 
developing the valuable coal and other mineral properties, 
situated at Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, South Wales, consist- 
ing of about 700 acres of very superior coal, together with a 
large quantity of fire-clay, and some ironstone. The colliery 
has been in profitable working for some years, and on the 
property are all the appliances for getting coal, including 
tramways, waggons, machinery, horses, &c.; also mills, 
engines, kilns, buildings, and sheds for the manufacture of 
fire-bricks, The capital of the com any is £100,000 in 
20,000 shares of £5 each, half of which is now offered for 
subscription. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Sittings after Michaelmas Term, 1873. 
Before the Lorp CHANCELLOR and Lorps JustTiIcgs. 
Appeals. 


Cavander v Bulteel pt hd 
W.—7 July 

City of London Brewery Co., 
limtd, v Tennant pt hd 
W.—7 Aug 

Michael v Fripp M.—31 Oct 

Occleston v Fullalove W.—3 


ov 

Attorney-General v Mayor, &c., 
of the Borough of Sunder- 
land md andapp mtn (6 
Nov) 

Coulthurst v Smith M.—10 
Nov 

Croaker v Standing L.C. for 
M.R.—13 Nov 


Nelson v Nelson R.—12 Noy ' 

Chadwick v Chadwick app 
and original mto (revived) 
$.—8 July 1871 

Fothergill v Rowland app on 
demr of Richard Rowland 
R.—20 Nov é 

Fothergill v Rowland app on 
demr of E. C. Spickett R, 
—20 Nov 

Fothergill v Rowland app on 
demr of J. H. Mayor he 
20 Nov 

Synge v Synge LJ. James 
for V.C. Wickens—24 Nov 


Before the MasTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Causes set down previous to Transfer. 
Hay v Bates cause, wts. (day Ridgway v Ridgway, 1868.— 


to be fixed) 

Clowes v Hogg cause, witns, 
(day to be tixed) 

Edwards v Loftus m d set 
down at request of defts 
J. A. Edwards & others 


R.—49 cause with witns, 
(15 Dec.) 

Ridgway v Ridgway, 1868.— 
R.—145 cause with witns 
(15 Dec.) 


Remaining Causes transferred from the Books of the Vice- 
Chancellors Sir R. Mautns and the late Sir J. Wickens, by 


Order dated 2nd May, 1873. 


1872. 
Cameron v Leyland cause witns VCM 27 Nov 


Salmon v Brooks cause, witns 
Wilkinson v Wilkinson mfd 


VCM 30 Nov 
VCW 9Dec pthd 3 Dec 


The Comptoir D' Escompte de Paris v. ‘The Consolidated Bank, 


limd. cause, with witns 


Gibson v Woodruff cause, witns 


VCM 


11 Dec 
VCM 12 Dec 


1873. 
Kenworthy v Cofin mfd VCM 9Jan 


Faulkner v Kershaw cause & demr., with witns 


VCM _ 10Jan 


(abated) 


Hodges v Wieland m fd, witns beforeexamr VCM _ 24 Jan 


Cruickshank v Bland cause, with witns V CM 


28 Jan 


Steers v Eveleigh cause VCM 29Jan_ (4 Dec) 
Smith v Keysell cause VCW 7Feb (12 Dec) 


Jackson vy Paul mfd VCW 


1l Feb 


Kellaway, pauper, » Douglas m f d, witns before examr 
V.CW li Feb’ 


Smith v Smith 


mfd VCW 21 Feb 


End of Transfer. 


Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Hawes v Essex Brewery Co. 
demr of G. Eveleigh 
Matthews v Roberts md (20 


Dec) 
Newcomen v Wharton md 
Sackville v Smyth md (12 


Dec) 

Birks v Wells md 

The Thames Iron Works Ship 
Building, Engineering and 
Dry Dock Co., (Limited) v 


Nisbet c, wits 
fixed) 
Graham v Drewe md 
Sanders v Pooley md . 
Jarvis v Bergheim cause set 
down at request of deft. 
Ward v Lawson c 
Meek, Knt, v Corfield md 
Oliver v Oliver md 
Blaxall v Allan md 
Haselfoot v Boyd md 
Few v Be md 
Johnson v Rawlinson fe (16 
Dec 
Dugdale v Hays md 
Reid v Dunnan md 
Webb v Tulk md 
Basnett v Moxon md 
Myers v Smith md 


(day to be 


Fuller v South African Silver & 
Copper Mining Co. (limd.) ¢, 
with witns (day to be fixed) 

Reason v Mills md 

O’Donoghuev Lamb md 

Watson v Watsen md 

Waring v Currey ey c 

Jones vy Church m 

Bond v Surman md 

Homes v Postlethwaite md 

Newell v Keene fc& sumns. 
tovary (8 Dec) 

Meyrick v Mathias md 

Miller vCrockett fe (S.0.)} 

Jolly v Ford md 

Evans v Evans fe 

Blackburnv Lamb md 

Meek, Knt., v Webster m d 
witns before examr 

Joseph vy Emanuel md 

Berry v Gibbons fe (S. 0. 

Gibbons v Gibbons fc (S.0. 

Smith v Hart c, transfe 
from V C Bacon by order 


(12 Dec) 
Icke v Underhill md 
Robinson vEvans m 
Lord Abinger v Ashton md 
Minet v Morgan md 
Taylor v Rule md 
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Miller v Crockett md (Sup- 


mental Bill) 
Atherton v Merriman fe (S. 


0. 
AY Elliott c 
Price v Baines m d 
Fleming v Manger md 
Taylor v Taylor fc (8 Dec) 
Attorney - General v Local 
Board of Aylesbury md 
Martin v Cunningham c 
Inre George Hayward’s Estate, 


and Hayward v Cook fe 
05 Dec) 
Gale v Fladgate md 


Collier v Walters md 

Caffin v Caffin md 

Hine v Jackson fe (6 Dec) 
Quekett v White md 

Wright v me . 

Higgatt v Higgatt fc 
Chadwick v Porrett md 


Attorney-General v Terry m 
d, witns by order (9 Dec) 

Hay v Bellamy md 

Fleming v Banks md 

Gatty v Pawson f c & 
sumns to var 

Tomkins v Lydall md 

The Protector Endowment 
Loan and Annuity Co. v 
Fitzroy c 

Garle v Westall md 

Cooper v Lyons md 

Averill v Beeston m d (re- 
stored by order) 

Dixon v Green fe 

Photogenic Gas Co., limd, v 
Mongruel c 

Iliff v Ward, 
Ward md 

Buchanan v Curie md 

Haigh v Kaye fe 


Nicholson v 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINs. 
Causes, &c. 


Digby v Ward md pt hd 

Wilts & Berks Canal Naviga- 
tion Co. v Swindon Water 
Works Co. limited md pt 
hd (3 Dec) 

$mith v Government Stozk In- 
yestment Co., demr of deft. 
Co (3 Dec) 

Smith v Government Stock 
Investment Co., demr of 
F. Bennoch (3 Dec) 

Amstrong v Holmes 
(S. 0.) 

Prescott v Barker spc 

Maynard v Eaton’ c, wits 
(2 Dec) 

Harvey v Horry md 

Burgess v Bennett md 

Blakey v Rushworth spe (re- 
stored by order) 

De Witte v Denne 
(4 Dec) 

Hall v Harland m d 

Bainv Percy md 

Smith vy Grant md 

Whiteley v Kemp md 

Brock v Cridland md 

Newman v Hendy md 

Kentv Kent md 

Nindv Church md 

Schollick v Edye md 

Pickering v Ager c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Wilson v Thornbury md 

Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
1872.—T.—111 md 

Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
| gag Lag * ad 

ev Pudge m 
het vSamels md 
Kelsey v Kelsey c 
anv Moss md 
Parks v Briscoe m d 
tv Bonsor c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 
Canter v Wodehouse 


confesso 
Barrett v Beck md 
v Hampden md 
ev Drayner md 
es v Barnes c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 
winv Gray md 
Reece v Reece of c 
th v Finlay md 
Walker v Dobson spe 
De Bay v Griffin c 
lumer vy Gregory md 
ickv Kino md 
Darcy v Batt m d witns, be- 
lore examr 


Blackmore v Tuck md 
Bradshaw v Congreve md 


m d 


c, Wits 


c, pro 


ht, Knt.,v Marcoartu m d 
Wee, v Malcolm c 

Jupp v Callaway m d 

Maunsell v Payne md 





Ffrench v The British Commer- 
cial Insurance Co. (Limited) 
md 

Gruning v Smethurst ¢ 

Torrens v Hilliard md 

Whitaker v Whitaker md 

Belcher v Green md 

Allen v Lewis md 

Stewart v Lupton c 
witns (day to be fixed 

Gould v Clavey md 

Barnston v Barnston spc 

Laurie v Hemsworth md 

Mortimer v Ring md 

Caballero v Henty md 

Cleaver vJones md 

Rotch v Marshall sp c 

Murrell v Elkins c 

Pollard v Wright md 

Johnson v Bailey c 

Camm v Read c 

Hockin v Hockin md 

Bailey v Hartley md 

Gibson v Taylor md 

MacLellan v Buchanan m d, 
pro confesso 

Wilson v Compton m d 

Johnson v Johnson md 

Devereux v Dickson c 

Topken v Parrott sp c 

Hancock v Heaton fc & 
sumns 

Parkerv McKenna c 

Gatecliff v Ward md 

Colson v Norris m d 

Pemberton v Barnes f c and 
sumns., 

Burnand v Taylor c, with 
witns. (day to be fixed) 

Whelpdale v Crosse md 

Lloyd v Evans md 

White v Witt fc & sumns to 
vary 

Brown v Beet m d 

one v East London Ry Co 


m 

Peel v Smith c 

Ex es: E. Brain & ors. petn. 
of right 

Humphrey v Lawson md 

Moody v Martin md 

Thynuev Day c 

Okey v Hogg fe 

Cayless v Sills c 

Leach v Smith md 

Koelbel v Gardner md 

Prince v Dear md 

Harding v Spiller f ¢ & 
two sumns to vary 

Thomas v Howell fc 

Palmer v Akers md 

Smith v Smith c, with witns. 
(day to be fixed) 

Moses v James fe 

Maddin v Driscoll m da 

Fisher v Harrison md 

May v May fc 


with 


Armstrong v Armstrong md 

Day v Stoward md 

Lucas v Siggers m d and 
exmn. of ‘I’. Berry by order 

Higgs v Ritherdon md 

Perring v Trail fc 

Nalborough v Jackaman md 

Hooperv Hooper fe 

Trebilcock v Thomas fc 

Collins v Thorn fc 

Blayney v Lawrence fe 

Pearce v London Tramways 
Co. (Limd.) md 

Vickers v Dicks md 

Shelton v Kidman fe 

Ball v Connett c 

Wier v Gisborne m d witns. 
before exmur 

Ward vy Ramsden md 

Angell v Angell md 

Sykes v Wilde md 

Dutton v Heckenhull fc and 
sumns to vary 

Smith vSinith md 

Rodgers & Sons (Limd.) ¥ 
Rodgers md_ witns before 
examr 

Parr vNunn md 

Blacque v Rowlinson md 

Howell v Lloyd c 

Whittet v Hooper md 

Moate v Moate md 

Oakes v Oakes fe 

Collins vSlade c 

Davison v Barber c 

Bintley v Wright case on app 
from Brampton County 
Court, Cumberland 

Hodson v Spring md 

Taylor v Poncia fe 

Baxendale vy Wilkinson 
(short) 


fc 


Stevenson v Masson fe & 
sumns to vary (restored by 
order) : 

Batchelor v Bladen m d (re- 
stored by order) 

Adlington v Mence md 

| Howes v Phillips c 

| Geeat Western Insurance Co. 





v Cunliffe m d, wits to 
be cross-examined abroad 


Treacher & Co limd. v Treacher 


| 
| (abated) 
special 


m d wits before 
examiner 
Burke v Keith md 
London & Provincial Marine 
Insurance Co. v Seymour c 
with wits (day to be fixed) 


order dated 9th June, 1873. 


(special exmnr. a) 


VCM 24 February 


February 
iene tds, 9 mfd VCW 
Countess de Pa 








Narraway v Beattie fo 

Davis v Cox m 

Halfpenny v Davies fc 

Lascelles v Mills fe 

Elmes v Jull fe 

De Stacpoole fc 

Spear v Whitworth, Bart c 

Toddv Tidy c 

Smith v Howard md 

Whitworth v Sellars md 

Polini v Gray md 

Levick vSherman md 

Harris v Mozley md 

Mozley v Harris c 

Thomas v Davies md 

Hewitt v Batt m d, witns. be- 
fore examr 

Stacpoole v Dunn fe 

Mayhew v Calder c 

Hands v Gullick fe 

Sale v Wilson fe 

Simon v Lloyd md 

Murray v Light m d (short) 

Collyer v Collyer-Bristow fe 

Gielgud v Camus c 

Nixon v Garnett fc 

Williams v Gilding md 


Roper v Roper md 

Peacey v Colman m 4d 
(short) 

National Society v School 
Board for Londen md 


Attorney-General v English 


m 
May v Robertson c 
Jones v Margetson 
(short) 
Pring v Gimblett md 
Scaffold v Hampton md 
Martell v Dear md 
Tolfree v Hunt md 


md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JAMES Bacon. 
Causes set down previous to Transfer. 


Youde v Cloud m d wits 
before examiner 

Taylor v Fisher m d 

King v Sherrott md 

Whittaker v Whittaker spe 

3ousfield v Bousfield md 

Pinchard v Fellows md 

Hathesing v Lang md 

Laing v Zeden md 

Bailey v Schweitzer c with 
wits (dav to be fixed) 

Giffard v Phillips md 

Baxter v Chapman c 

Smith v Keene md 

‘Tucker v Dimsdale md 

Middleton v Barker m d 

Wilson v The Furness Ry. 
Co. md 


Remaining causes transferred from the Books of the Vice- 
Chancellers Sir R. MA.ins and the late Sir J. Wickens, by 


Avisv Avis mtd VCM_ 31 January 
Yardley v Holland mfd VCM_ 31 January 
Heron v Davey mfd VCM 11 February 
Brown v Towell cause with witns. 
Gallager v Fleming cause V CM _ 13 February 
Towell v Brown cause with witns. 
Wylam v Watts mfd VCM _ 18 February 
Rudge v Bennett cause V CM _ 19 February 
Ramm v Taylor mfd VCM 19 Feb 
Healey v Borough of Batley mfd V 


VCM 11 February 
VCM 15 February 


se 
CM 22 February 


apptd.) : . ‘ 
Latham v Chartered Bank of India, China & Australia mfd 


Lewis v Lewis mfd VC W_ 26 February 
Pickering v Chadwick mfd VCM 27 February 
Colquhoun, Knight, v Courtenay mfd 


VC WF 


28 February 


latiano v Hartley mfd VCM 3 March 
Bell v London and South-Western Bank, limited mfd V CM 


3 March 
Gott vGott mfd VCM 4 March 
Swain v Swain mfd VCM 4 March 
Schanck v Scott, Bart. mfd VCM 4 March 
Fox v Heinke cause with witnesses VC W 5 March 
Blakeley v Crawshaw cause VC W 6 


March 
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es 





—— 


Dixon v Fisken mfd VCM_ 8 March 
Singer v Audaley cause VC W 8 March 
Wickham v Fitz-Worlock cause, evidence viva voce V C M 


10 March 


Dick v Montague mfd VCW 10March 

Hoe v Thorpe cause VC W_ 10 March 

Greg v Sagar cause with wits VC W 12 March 

Barton v Hobson mf d VCW 14 March 

Ive v Smith mfd VCW 16 March 

Gwynne v Great Eastern Ry Co cause VCW 15 March 


Greaves v Smith mfd VC W 


Smith v Butler mfd VCW 


18 March 
18 March 


Moore vy Ross mfd VCM 19 March 


Bumpus v Bumpus mid VCM 
mfd VCW 


Woodford v Brooking 


20 March 
20 March 


Coghlanv Kempe nfd VCM _ 21 March 
Mackrell vy Notley mfd VC W 21 March 


Shaw v Longbottom mfd VCW 
mfd VCW 24 March 


Driver v Driver 


21 March 


Porter v Bell mfd VCW 26 March 

Dubois v Charsley mfd VCW _ 28 March 
Cooper v Green mfd VCM_ 31 March 
Mutlow vS. H. Bigg mfd VCW 81 March 


Cole v Scott mfd VCM 1 


April 


Green v Cooper cause VCM_ 1 April 
Rumboll v Taylor mfd VCM 1 April 


ilson v Northampton & Banbury Junction Ry Co 


VCM 2 April 


mfd 


Snelling v Thomas mfd VCW 2 April 
Paine v Jones cause VCM 4 April 


Fisher v Russell 


Robins v Rose mfd VCW 


mfd VCW 4 April 


4 April 


Parker v Trigg mfd VCM _ 8 April 


Parnell v Stevens 
exmnr. 


mfd VCW 


8 April 


Tomlinson vy Lowe mfd VC W 9 April 


Bulley v Bulley cause VC W 


9 April 


Baron Greville v Greville mfd VCW 9 April 


Berry v Harris mfd VCM 


10 April 


Dean v Butt Stephenson v Butt cause VC W 16 April 


Evans v Verrall 


mfd VCW 16 April 


Bird v Bird’s Patent Deodorising and Utilising Sewage Co, 


limited mfd VCW 


18 April 


Worthington v Curtis mfd VCW_ 25 April 
Earl Waldegrave v Bastard mfd VCW 26 April 


Lancaster v Walker 
Moon v Veale cause VC W 

Bates v Eley cause with witns. 
Eley v Batescause VC W 6 


mfd VCW 


28 April 
29 April 

VCW 30 April 
May 


Hooper v Abell mfd VCW 1 May 
End of Transfer 


Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Edmundson v Hargreaves m d 

Mackett v Bayliss md 

Attorney-Gen v The Furness 
Ry Co md 

Fothergill v Rickards md 

Forbes v Black md 

Williams v Evans, c wits 

Hyde v Large md 

Wood v Harrogate Improve- 
ment Commissioners m d 

Levy v Creighton md 

Hoggarth vSimpson md 

Adkins v The Common Council 
of City of London md 

Vaughan v Halliday ce 

Walker v Hellawell f ¢ 

Norris v Barber fc 

Adie v Clark, witns transferred 
from M. R, by order 

Clark v Adie c witns 

Maule v Davis md 

Sykes v Smith fe 

Earle v Appleyard fc and 
sumns to vary 


Lownds v Williams fe 
Attorney-General v Metro- 
politan Board of Works c 

Gibbon v Fox md 

Stenhouse v Davidson md 

Donaldson v Donaldson fc 

Moorhood v Morley fc 

Horley v Richards fc 

Lovev Hall md 

Packman v Wells fe 

Finch v Pescott fe 

In re John Tomkins, deceased 
Gardner v Peach fe 

Shand v Du Buisson c 

Dearden v Lees c 

Schwartz v Hamshaw m d 


(8.0, 
Coulthard v Dewhurst fc 
Drew v Drew md 
Nicholson v Carline fc 
Atherton v De Castro md 
Cates v Garside md 
Allan v Gott fc 


Vice-Chancellor Hau. 
Causes. 


Howard v Jervis exons for 
insuffcy 

Camps v Marshall md 

Bullocke v Bullocke 
wits before exmr 

Attorney-General v The Mayor, 
&e., of Barnsley md (9 
Dec) 

Newbald v Hale , wits 

Wilson v Coffin c, witns 

Leese v Martin m d 

Fennings v Pain md pt hd 

Darsie v Morley c (16 Dee) 


m d, 


Radloff v Le Lievre c (15 Dec 

Clipperton v Cartwright m 

Bell v Bell md 

Re John Evans’ Estate, Evans 
v Evans fc & sums 

Dela Ruev Marshall spc 

The Powell Duffryn Steam 
Coal Co., limd, v The Taff 
Vale Ry. Co. md 

Boydell v Thornewell spc 

Darley v Entwistle md witns 
before exmr. 

Pickard v Pickard md 


witnesses before } 


' Bolton v Adams md 








; Boutmy v Burdett md Co, 


Gardner v Burbury md 
Spraggett v Spraggett m d 
Gael v Fenwick md 
Binns v Fisher md 
Iver v Armstrong spc 
Oddy v Green md 
Marshall v Marshall 
wits 
Christie v Ovington md 
Cator v Drew spc 
Curnick v Tucker md 
Oldham v Oldham cc, witns 
Gill v Downing md 
Lake v Baylay md 
Tyssen v Stacey spc 


Darke v Clough md 
Darke v Starr md 
Baron Howard of Glossop y 
Earl of Shrewsbury md 
Lane v Sewell fe 
Whitehouse v Horton fe 
Slack v Stott md 
Batteson v Hobson fe 
Adams v Norris md 
Littlefield v Plomer ¢ 
Wakefield v Mattock fe& 
sumans, to va 
Tetley v Dunwell md 
Gillespie v Howard md 
Price v Ray c 
Bruce v Le Cerf md 
Brownv Moore md 
Millikin v Lowe fe 
Goodson v Richardson md 
Perry v Bacon fe 
Marsh v Marsh fe 
Kidd v Tallentire md 


¢ with 


Lovibond v Perryn md 
Angell v Wilkinson c¢ 
Angell v Ronald c¢ 
Hare v Topham md 
Gwynne v Coulthurst md 
Viant v Hart md 
Attorney-Gen. v Ray md } 1 
Burbury v Burbury m d De Tourville v Beswick ¢, 
Chamberlain v Chamberlain _ witns 
md Boynton v Boynton md 
Howlett v Cole md Adcock v Robinson fc 
Turner v London and South Havelock v Priestly c 
Western Railway Co. md Laidler v Laidler md 
Tosswill v Gillman md West v Binns c (set down at 
request of defendant) 
Thomas v Davies md 
Gray v Bateman md 
Haines v Ricketts md 
Cann vCann md 
Watkins v Evans fe 
Schofield v Brown fe 
Macneill v Popplewell md 
* Seymourv The Iceland Sul- 
phur Co., limd c 
Hill v Hill fe 
Drew v Maslem fe 
Knowles v The Midland Ry. 


Ashman v Blackstock fe (S. 
O 


Horyood v Penny md | 
Carnegie v Carnegie ec with 
wits 
Horton v Hall md 
Wilkes vy Wilkes md 
Beckett v Buckley md 
Haynes v Earl md 
Wagstaff v Colvin md ; 
Hodges v Patrick ¢, with wits 
Browne v White md 
Dickinson v Parr _¢, pro con- 
fessu 
Wilson v Wilson c 
Payne v Wright ¢ 
Gray v Denton md 
Cook v Needham md 
Hayes vy Wright md 
Dimsdale v Frith md Osborn v Osborn fe 
Silverthorne v Spokes, Knt. Haslam v Eastwood fc 
md Rawnsley v Collingwood md 
Campbell v Francis md Holme v Wootton fe 
De Lisle v Hodges md Mutlow v L. M. Bigg _ md 
‘Hastie v Pilcher md Kitching v Jones md 
Alleyne v Alleyne fc Houlgrave v Edwards md 
Harrisson v Laver md Peele v Sandford md 
Cook v Giggall md Cottrell v Finney md 
Benson v Tyson c¢ Agar v Clement md 
Truman v Manners-Sutton Bingley v Benton md 
md Heilbron v Heilbron fe 
Peters v Haine fe Field v Clark fe 
Waldy v Bradshaw md Kinghorn v Williams ¢ 
Master v Richards fe Evezard vy Burke m d pro 
Saull v Saull fe confesso : 
Stansfield v Peverall md Morison v London Steam Ship 
Hopkin v Ollard md Co.,limd. fe : 
Boutmy v Boutmy md Hill v South Staffordshire Ry. 
fc & sumns 
Flliot v Trimleston md 
Taylor v Strange md 
Hyde v Holland fe 
Sawtell v Sawtell c (set down 
at request of defendant) 
Brooke v Ingham md 
Raven v Francis md 


Co. md 
Routledge v Richardson fe 
James v Castle md ; 
Keys v Keys md 

Coppin v Coppin fe 

Gillv Gill spe 


Rhodes v Rhodes fe 
Atkinson v Jones c 
Cope v Evans md 
Browne v Rye md 
Walker v Lawton fe 
Hunter v Wortley fe 
Grimley v Arnold md 





= 





At the anniversary dinner of the Scottish Corporation, 
Chief Justice Coleridge, in replying to the toast of ‘* The 
Visitors,”.remarked that ‘‘he was proud to say some Scotch 
blood did run in his veins.” His Lordship, aceording to the 
Times, then proceeded to inform his audience “ in a humout- 
ous manner,” that such a thing as a dull, stupid or unsuccess- 
ful Scotchman was unknown, and that, if he chuse to 
adhere to the strict matter-of-fact truth which always 
characterised after-dinner speeches, he should in all pro- 
bability have to found whatever success he might have 
gained in life on the fact of his being by birth partly ® 
Scotchman. 





Hervey v Hervey fe (short) - 


Wheel K 
Warde 
wound 


Ickles R 
before 
of the 
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BIRTHS AND DEATH. 


BIRTHS. 
BigHAM—On Nov. 27, at Albert-place, Victoria-road, Kensing- 
ton, the wife of John C. Bigham, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 


son. 

Boomz—On Nov. 25, at Barnwell Lodge, Stoke Newington, 
the wife of J. H. Boome, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
-at-law, of a son. 

Cuvzsp—On Nov. 27, at The Chestnuts, Elmer’s-end, Becken- 
oo the wife of E, M. Chubb, solicitor, of a daughter (Eva 

ilian). 

Evcett—On Nov. 29, the wife of James Edgell, Esq., of 
Teddington and Clifford’s-inn, of a son. 

FrremaN—On Dec, 2, at 37, Thornhill-square, N., the wife of 
George D. Freeman, Esq., solicitor, of a son. 

GrirriTH—On Nov. 30, at 31, Hyde-park-square, tho wife of 
Charles Marshall Griffith, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Jetr—On Dec. 3, at 3, Burston-road, Putney, tie wife of Arthur 
Richard Jelf, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 

YeaTmMAN—Ou Nov. 25, at No. 24, St. John’s-place, Wakefield, 
the wife of Pym Yeatman, Esq., barrister, of Leeds, ofa son. 
Younc—On Dec. 3, at 14, Onslow-square, the wife of Francis 
Young, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

DEATH, 

Hvucues—On Nov. 27, at 35, Hawley-square, Margate, William 

Hughes, Esq., solicitor, aged 72. 





————B 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


— 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tuespay, Nov. 25, 1873. 
Staynakixs or Corswitt. 

Wheel Kitty (Lelant) Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice- 
Warden, dated Nov 21, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Hodge and Co., Truro, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Fripay, Nov. 28, 1873, 
LiMiTED in Caancery, 

Iekles Roling Mills Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Mr. George Edward Gee, Fig Tree cham- 
bers, Sheffield 

Monte Albo Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Hall, dated Nov i4, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the above company be continued. Pulbroo’, Tareadneedle st, solici- 
tor for the petitioner. 

Saturn Silver Mining Company of Utah, Limitei.— Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Nov 26, directed to be heard vefore V.C. Bicon, on 
Dec 6. Sheppard and Riley, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner. 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

Saint Breward Consels Copper Mining Company, Limited.—By an or- 
der made by the Vice Warden, dated Nov 24, it was ordered that 
the above company de wound up. Chilcott, Tavistock, solicitor of 
the petitioner. Chilcott, Truro, agent. 


County PaLatTine oF LANCASTER. 

Bold Street Household stores, Limited —By an order made by the 
Vice Chancellor of thea Duchey of Lancaster, datei Nov 18, it was 
ordered that the above compiny be wound up. Harrir, Liverpool, 
solicitor for the petitioner, “The Vice Chancellor has fixed Dec 9, at 
4, at the office of the District Registrar, Municipal buildings, Dale st, 
Liverpool, for the appointment of an official liquidator, 

Franco-Canadian Steam Ship Company, Limited.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 3, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Luke Bishop, St 
George’s chambers, Lord st, Liverpool. Wednesday, Dec 12, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tusspay, Nov. 25, 1873. 
Holmesfield Sick Club and Friendly Society, Angel inn, Holmesfield, 
Derby. Nov 19 
Prince of Wales Friendly Society, Bush inn, Pembroke. Nov 20 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuwspay, Nov. 25, 1873, 
Higton, Ellen Spendelow, Southport, Lancashire. Jan 5, Townsend y 
Whieidon, V.C, Malins, Blagg and Son, Cheadle 
Mott, Charles Frederick, Hustings, Susyex. Dee 20. 
V.C. Malins. Cheesman, Hastings 
Ormerod, George, Habergham, Eaves, Lancashire, Gent. Dec 31. 
Rilev v Ormerod, V.C. Hall. Hall and Baldwin, Clitheroe 
Restall, Henrietta, Marylebone rd. Dee 15. Flexman v Restall, M.R. 


, Wilmington sq 
, Sir Matthew Richard, Dublin. Feb 14. Orr v Norris, M.R. 
Dee 24. Elliott v Ansell, 





Mott v Mott, 


Norris, Bedford row 
» Mary, Derwent hill, Cumberlan1. 
V.C, Hall. Ansell, Keawick 
Farpay, Nov. 28, 1873. 

Baker, Edward, Cross st, Chapel st, Stockwell, Carpenter. Dec 20, 
Ball v Baker, V.C. Hall, Gresham & Son, Basinghall st 
Ther, John Crichton, Ashburnam rd, Greenwich, Gent. Dee %4, 
Criswick v Ibler, V.C. Malins, Dingwall, Tokenhouse yard, Loth- 


, Joseph Daniel, Friday st, Solicitor. Jan2. Agarv Marsden, 
M.R. Robins, Tokevhouse yard 
e, Clayton, York, Worsted Spinnez. Dec 22, Masonv 
- Davies, Furnival’s inn 


; Geo 
Mason, M. 


| 











Simmons, Edward, Elizabeth place, Leipsic road, Camberwell. Jan 1. 
Oakley v Ker, V.C. Malins. Shearman, Gresham st 
Spry, Richard, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Couch Manufacturer. Dec 15 


Ladbury v Edwards, V.C. Bacon. Pritchard and Englefield, Painter’s 
Hall, Little Trinity lane 

Ward, William, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Hous3 Agent. 
Onley v Ward, V.C. Matins. Wheeler, Cheltenham 


Creditors under 22 &23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faupay, Nov, 28, 1873. 

Adnett, Bazill William, New Gravel lane, Shadwell, Licensed Victaaller 
Dec 23. Pendergast, Colet place, Commercial rd 

Barrett, Obadiah, Kirkham, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. 
Dickson, Kirkham 

Boulnois, John, Sloane at, Chelsea, Upholsterer. Jan 12. Richards, 
Warwick st, Regent st. 

Dangar, Francis Richard, Albany, Piccadilly. Feb 24. Mandor, New 
square, Lincoln’sinn 

English, Charity, Masbrough, York. Jan 17. Hanop, Rotherham 

Gunnell, Richard Pickering, Woodford, Northampton, Esq. Jan 6. 
Arckbould and Hawkins, Thrapston 

Jane, Thomas, Blackheath, Cornwall, Yeoman. 
and Son, Bodmin 

Lack, Mary, Hounslew rd, Brickmaker. 
Milestone House, Hoansiow rd 

Lazarus, Joseph, Charringtun st, Somers Town, Horse hair Dealer. 
Feb 1, Barnard, White Lion st, Norton Folgate 

Lines, Willian, Clissold rl, Stoke Newington, Gent. 
New square, Lincoln’s inn 

Lock, Hannah, Easton, Southampton. Dec 3l. 

Luke, William. Charlestown, Cornwall, Merchant. 
and Co, St Austell 

Lyon, Charles John, Park walk, Chelsea, Esq. Jan 1. Nicholson and 
Herbert, Spring gardens, Charing cross 

Maltby, Tnomas King, New Hinksey, Berks, Gentleman. Dec 29. 
Walsh, Oxford 

Martin, Thomas, Leeds, Gas Rate Col‘ector. Middletoa and 
Sons, Leeds 

Pinchbeck, Lucy, Queen’s rd, Peckhim. Dee 31. J ones, Walbrook 
buildings 

Porcher, Sarah, Winchfield, Southampton. White 
Broughton and White, Great Marlborough st 

Reader, Richard, Woodchurch, Kent, Farmer. 
Mace, Tenterden 

Smith, Francis, Ashborne green Derby, Farmer. 


Jan 1¢ 


Dac 26. 


Jan 6. Commins. 
Dec 29. Susannah Mills, 
Jan 10. Smith, 


Bowker, Wiachester 
Dee 31. Coode 


Jan l. 


Dx 31. 
Dec 10. Mana and 


Jan 13, Holiand, 


Ashborne 

Swainson, Edward, Preston, Lancashire, Manufacturer. Jan 1, 
Charniey, Son, and Finch. Preston 

Taylor, George, Huddersfield, York, Iron Merchant. Jan 27 


Learoyd and Learoyd, Huddersield 

Wailis, James, Kingston-upon-Uull, Raff Merchant. 
Jackson, and Birks, Hall 

West, John Mitcbel!, Pierrepoint row, ‘slington, Licensed Victualler 


Jan 15. Stamp 


Dec 31. Nash, Fieli, and Layton, Suffolk lane, Cannon st 

Whatley, George, Birmingham, Solicitur. Fed 1. Bowling, Mall, 
Hammersmith 

Williams, Charlotte, Ormskirk, Lancashire. Jan 1. Kendall and 


Costeker, Over Darwen 
Wiseman, James, Halifax, York, Gentleman. 
Halifax 


Jan 15. Wavell & 
Banokrupts. 
Fripay, Nov. 28, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Sargent, Frederick Daniel, Stratford, Clerk. Pet Nov 26. Spriag- 
Rice. Dec ll at ll 

Solomans, Michael, Holywell lane, Shorditch, Clothier, Pet Nov 26. 
Roche. Dee 18 at ll 

ToSurrender in the Country. 

Blatchley, Charles, Liverpool, Baker. Pet Nov 27. Watson. Liver- 
pool, Dec 10 at 2 

Barton, William. Sutton, Surrey, Chemist. Pec Nov 21. Rowland. 
Croydon, Dec 9 at 2 

Hankinson, William Henry, Horncharch, Essex, Brickmaker. Pet Nov 
25. Gepp. Cheimsford, Dee 12 at 11 

Platt, Joseph, Saddleworth, York, Painter. Pet Nov 24. Tweedale. 


Oldbam. Dec 10 at il 

Price, Jonn Alfred, Hanwell, Middlesex, Builder. 
ton. Brentford, Dec 13 at 10.30 

Scragg, Joseph, Stockport, Chesser, Cottoa Spinner. 
Hyde. Stoekport, Dec 12 at 12 

Smith, Jabez, Keighley, York, Ironmonger. Pet Nov 25. 
Bradford, Dec 9 at 9 

Watson, William James, Manchester, Commission Merchant. 
26. Kay. Manchester, Dec 18 at 9.30 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faivay, Nov 28, 1873. 

Taylor, Edwin, Higginshaw, near Oldham, Lancashire, Cotton Spioner, 

Nov 34 


Pet Nov20. Rus- 
Pet Nov 24. 
Robinson . 


Pet Nov 


Liquidation by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripar, Nov. 28, 1873. 

Ashworth, John, and James Ashworth, Accrington, Lancashire, Cotton 
Spinners, Dee 12 at 3 at the Wheatsheaf Hotel, Fennel st, Man- 
chester. Standring, Rochdale 

Atkin, Dick, Hitchin, Hertford, Butcher. Dec 8 at 1! at offices of Wade 
and Co, Hitchin, Harper, Shefford 

Atkin, Hercules, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker, Dee 15 at 3 at offices of 
Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 

Baker, James Frederick, Salisbury terrace, Kilburn, Builder. Dec 6 at 
1 at offices of Johnson, High st, Marylebone 

Banks, Elizabeth, Neweastie-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Dec 8 at 12 at office 

Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Bassett, Charles, Tichberne st, Regent virous, Attorney-at-Law, Dec 
4 at 4 at 21, Tichborne st, Regent circus. Vanderpump 
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Baster, Elizabeth, Devizes, Wilts, Berlin Wool Dealer. Dec 12 at 2 
at the Royal Hotel, Bath. Henderson and Co, Bristol 
Binns, Abraham, jan, Batley, York, Cardmaker, Dec 12 at 3.30 at the 
Georgs Hotel, Heckmondwike. Scholefield and Taylor, Batley 
Bishop, Robert, Hackney terrace, Cassland rd, Hackney rd, Commission 
Agent. Dec 11 at 11 at offices of Thwaite’s, Basinghall st. Scott, 
Basinghall st 
Bromley, William, Redditch, Worcester, Printer. Dec 9 at 3 at offices 
of Simmons, High st. Birmingham 
Brooks, Henry, Great Lever, Lancashire, Blacksmith. Dec 18 at 2 at 
offices of Ryley, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Chell, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Commission Agent. Dec 18 at 
Ll at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Clark, Frederick, Tottenham, Licensed Victualler. Dec 15 at 3 at 
offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 
‘Clements, Andrew, Manchester, Builder. Dec 18 at 3 at office of Sutton 
and Elliott, Brown st, Manchester 
“Cook, Beuben Christmas, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Furniture Broker. Dec 
15 at 12 at offices of Seago, High st, Lowestoft 
Coulter, Robert, Liverpool, Shipping Agent. Dac 19 at 2 at offices of 
Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool 
Cowell, John, West Green, Tottsnham, Merchant’s Clerk. Dec 13 at 3 
at offices of Bassett, Tichborne st, Regent circus 
Crew, Join, Latimer terrace, Notting Hill, Cowkeeper. Dec 18 at 3 at 
offices of Tilley and Giggins, Finsbury place, South 
Curtis, Edmund, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Hotel Manager. Dec 8 at 3 
at offices of Durant, Guiléhall chambers, Basinghall st 
Davies, Simon, Cheetham, near Manchester, Jeweller, Dec 12 at 3 at 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
Dean, John Hugh, Balsa'l heath, King’s Norton, Worcester, Boot- 
maker, Dec 9 at 12 at offices of Hawkes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Dinsdale, John, Askrigg, York, Draper. Dec 19 at 10.15 at the Green 
Tree Inn, Leyburn. Waistell, Northallerton 
Emery, Samuel Anderson, Alfred place, Bedford square, Comedian, 
Dec 4 at |] at offices of Johnson, Bedford row 
Eynon, James, Swansea, Glamorgan, Ironmonger, Dec 15 at 11 at offices 
of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol, Davies and Hartland, 
Swansea 
Farwell, John Albert, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Baker. Dec 15 at 11 
at the Auction Mart, Market st, Meicombe Regis. Howard, Melcombe 
Regis 
Field, Thomas. Withington, Gloucester, Dealer. Dec 8 at 12 at office 
of Potter, Northfield House, North place, Cheltenham 
Finkell, Alfred, Whitby, York, Innkeeper, Dec 11 at 3.30 at offices of 
Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Forster, Thomas. Old Cassop, Durh+m, Farmer. Dec 9 at 3 at offices of 
Marshall and Fo'kard, Claypath, Dirham 
Foster, Charles. Harrogite, York, Plumber. Dec 12 at 11 at office of 
Harle, Victoria chambers, South parade, Leeds 
Frazer, Joseph, Westbourne grove, Upholsterer. Dec 19 at3 at the 
Guildha!! Coffze Hous*, Gresham st. Hillyer and Co, Fenchnrch sr 
Freeman. Henry, Nettlebed, Oxford, Butcher. Dec 9 at ! at 151, Friar 
st, Reading. Tidy and Co, Sackville st, Piccadillv 
Gale, Maria Ame'ia Susan, Tudor rd, Hackney, Widow. Dec 1] at 12 
at offices of O’Brien, Danes inn, Strand 
Greatrex, Quintin Dick, Maldon, Es-ex, Butcher. Dec 11 at J1 at office 
of Crick and Freeman, Gate st, Maldon 
Greaves, William Hunsley, Pudsey, York, Stuff Merchant. Dec 12 at 
11 at offices of Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank buildings, Piece 
Hall yard, Bradford 
Greenha!gh, Joseph, New Wortley, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Dec 10 at 
3 atoffices of Burrell and Pickard, Albion st, Leeds. Myers 
Greenwood, John, Kend»l, Westmoreland, Glass Dealer. Dec 18 at 12 
at offices of Watson, Highgate, Kendal 
Harris, Bessie, Lanark villas, Maida hill, Lodging house Keeper, Dec 
17 at 2 at offices of Hilbery, Crutched friars 
Harris, Emmanuel, Stratford, Essex, Hatter. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of 
Willis, Charles square, Hoxton 
Harrison, Henry, Subden, near Whailey, Lancashire, Butcher. Dec 12 
at 11 at offices of Eastham, Church st, Clitheroe 
Harrow, William. Napier st, Deptford, Grocer. Dec 12 at 12 at officeof 
Moss, Gracechurch st 
Heaton, Thomas Waddington, Wigan, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 11 at 
11 at offices of Ashton, King st, Wigan 
Hennelly, Bernard, Liverpool, Draper. Dec 11 at 3 at offices of Sale 
and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Hirs:, James, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. Dec 10 at 11 at offices of 
Harris, Market st, Bradford 
Hirst, Walter, Morley, York, Mill Owner. Dec 11 at 8 at offices of 
Ibberson, Dewsbury 
Holland, William, Daffield, Derby, Plamber. Dce 20 at 10 at offices of 
Leach, Full st, Derby 


Holt, Charles, St Albans, Herts, Tailor. Dec 10 at 3 at office of Honey 
and Co, King st, Cheapside. Salaman 

Holwill, James, Swansea, Glamorgan. Tailor. Dec 11 at 12 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Temple st, Swansea 

Honeysett, John, Great Scotland yard, Coal Merchant. Dec 5 at 11 at 
offices of Johnson, Bedford row 

Hopkins, James, White Post lane, Hackney, Button Manufacturer. 
Dec 15 at 11 at offices of Thwaites, Basinghal! st. Scott, Basinghall st, 

Howson, Thomas, Spennymoor, Durham, Builder. Dec 10 at at office 
of Marahall and Folkard, Claypath, Durham 

Jacobs, Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Hawker. Dec 12 at 12 at 
offices of Green, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Johnson, Mary, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Dec 10 at 2 at offices of 
Heath and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Jones, Rhys, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Dec 10 at 12 
at offices of Davies and Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea 

Jones, William, Regent’s Park rd, Brushmaker, Dec 16 at 3 at offices 
of Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Laws, Charles, Strand, Architect. Dec 17 at 2 ac 83, Gutter lane. 
Vanderpump, South square, Gray’s inn 

Lee, Thomas, Manchester, Tob ist, Dec 11 at 3 at office of Sutton 
and Elliott, Brown st, Manchester 

Leggett. George, Little George st, Portman square, Builder. Dec 17 at 
2 at offices of Tilley and Liggins, Finsbury place South 

—— Joho, Leeds, Hosier, Dec 9 at 3 at offices of Turner, East parade, 





—— 
———e 


Marks, Caufman Israel, Point House, Blackheath, Iron Merchant, 
Dec 15 at 2 at offices of Spyer and Son, Winchester House, Oig 


Broad st 
Marsden, William, Blackburn, Lancashire, Pawnbroker. Dec 11 at 1] 
at offices of Darley, Lord st West, Blackburn 
Martin, Benjamin, St Thomas's rd, Burdett rd, Bow, Corn Dealer, Deg 
6 at 10 at cffices of Dobson, Southampton buildings 
Matthews, William. Gravelly Hill, near Birmingham, Schoolmaster, 
Dec 9 at 12 at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
McCormick, John, Rochdale, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Dac 16 at 3 at 
the Hare and Hounds Inn, Yorkshire st, Rochdale. Lomax, jun, 
Rochdale 
Miller, Joseph, Leeds, Plasterer. Dec 11 at 3 at offices of Fawcett and 
Ma'‘colm, Park row, Leeds 
Morgan, Windsor, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Pattern Maker. Dee ll 
at 2 at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Morris, Moses, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Beerbouse Keaper, 
Dec 9 at 3 at offize of Hollinshead, Tunstal 
Mortleman, Thomas, Nunhead, Peckham. Beerhouse Keeper. Dee 8 at 
12 at offices of Sherwood, King William st, Strand ; 
Murrell, Edward, Stamford, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 12 at offices 
of Stapleton, St Paul’s st, Stamford 
Musk, Robert, Iiketshall, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Dec 11 at 2 at officesof 
Overbu:y and Gilbert, Upper King st, Norwich 
Naylor, James Sadler* Jermrn st, St James’s, Esq, at present 9 
Prisoner in Ipswich Gaol. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Ford and Lloyd, 
Bloomsbury square 
Nicholls, Robert, Mangotefield, Gl! ster, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 12 
at 2 at offices of Beckingham, Albion chambers, Bristol 
Olley, William, and William Henry Miller, Enfield Wash, Middlesex, 
Engineers. Dec 18 at 1 at offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, 
Basxinghall st 
Pavelv, Charles, New st, Covent Garden, Licensed Victualler. Dec 22 
at 3 at the Adelphi House, Strand. Hicks and Arnold, Salisvary st, 
Strand 
Pearson, Samuel, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Dec 9 at 12 at offices of 
Pitt, Albion chambers Exst. Essery, Bristol 
Pipe Walter, George st, Portland place, Baker. Dec 11 at 3 at offices 
of Button and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 
Ponntney, William, Birmingham, Gunmaker. Dac 5 at 4 at offices of 
Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Riechter, George, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Tailor. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Pollard, St Laurence st, Ipswich 
Sampson, James, Cornhill, Picture Dealer, Dec 18 at 3 at officesof 
Davies, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 
Sedgwick, Thomas William, Commercial rd, Peckham, out of business, 
Dec 10 at 11 at offices of Raven and Curtis, Queen Victoria st 
Smith, Waverley, and Roger Smith, Hopwood, neir Heywood, Lane 
cashire, Power Loom Makers. Dec 13 at 3 at ottices of Orton, Taylor 
st, Heywood 
Stapleton, George, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Butcher. Dec 8 at3 at 
offices of Winkworth, Oxford st 
Taylor, Joseph, Burslem, Svafford, Yeast Dealer. Dec 5 at3 at offices 
of Less, Waterloo rd, Burslem 
Taylor, Thomas, Dewsbury, York, Dutch Yeast Importer. Dec 12 at 3 
at offices of Ibberaon, Dewsbury 
Thorogood, George, and Arthur Thorogood, Romford, Essex, Builders, 
Dec 8 at 2 at offices of Preston, Mark lane 
Tubby, George, Lowestoft, Suffulk, Fish Salesman. Dec (2 at 12 atthe 
Star Hotel, Great Yarmouth. Wiltshire, Great Yarmouth 
Walker, Henry, Sunbury, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler, Dac 11 at2 
at offices of Pool, Bartholomew close 
Watts, Henry, St John st, West Smithfield, Hot Water Engineer. Dec 
6 at 12 at offices of Eyre, Chancery lane 
Wetton, Henry, Manchester, Coach Builder. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Williams, George, Cambridge rd, Kilburn Park, Grocer, Dec 18 at 12 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Chorley and Crawford, Moorgate 
street . 
Williams, Richard Hughes, Aberystwith, Boot Maker, Dec 6 at ll at 
offices of Hughes and Son, North parade, Aberystwith 
Wood, Dan, Bredbury, Cheshire, Hatter. Dec 8 at J1 at offices of 
Vaughan and Son. Tiviot dale, Heaton Norris 
Woodhead, Wilson, Leds, Cloth Merchant, Dec 16 at 3 at offices of 
North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 
Wright, John, New Ferry, Cheshire, Book keeper. Dec 17 at 2 at the 
Clarendon Rooms, South John st, Liverpool 
Wright, Robert Arthur, St Helens, Lancashire, Alkali Mannfacturer, 
Dec 10 at 3 at the Fleece Hotel, Church st, St Helens. Sale and Co, 
Manchester 
Wright, William, Bradford, York, Waste Dea'er. Dec 12 at 11 at offices 
of Rennolls, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong oparated as an oppressive tax 

upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prep 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. ‘The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars ma} 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Office, 
Lancaster-plac;, Strand, W.C. 


ARR’S, 26 5, STKAND.— 

Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s, and 2s, 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be edt d 
with half a bottle fcr @ shilling.”—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
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The new Hall lately added {s one of the handsomest dining-rooms io 


























London, Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., Is. 6d, 
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